














DIVERGENT OBJECTIVES OF PROTECTED AREA MANAGEMENT: IMPACTS ON 
TERRITORIAL TOURISM DEVELOPMENT IN TAITA TAVETA COUNTY, KENYA 
 
 












UNIVERSITY OF HELSINKI 
FACULTY OF SCIENCE 
DEPARTMENT OF GEOSCIENCES AND GEOGRAPHY 
DIVISION OF GEOGRAPHY 
 
P.O. Box 64 (Gustaf Hällströmin katu 2) 



































               
 HELSINGIN YLIOPISTO – HELSINGFORS UNIVERSITET – UNIVERSITY OF HELSINKI 
 
Tiedekunta/Osasto Fakultet/Sektion – Faculty 
 
 Faculty of Science  
Laitos/Institution– Department 
 
Department of Geosciences and Geography 
Tekijä/Författare – Author 
 
Eero Vento  
Työn nimi / Arbetets titel – Title 
 
Divergent objectives of protected area management: Impacts on territorial tourism development in Taita Taveta County, Kenya. 
Oppiaine /Läroämne – Subject 
 
Regional studies 
Työn laji/Arbetets art – Level 
 
 Master’s Thesis 
Aika/Datum – Month and year 
 
 October 2017 
Sivumäärä/ Sidoantal – Number of pages 
  
121 p. + appendices 
Tiivistelmä/Referat – Abstract.  
Tourism is one of the main contributors in the fight against poverty, as it has become one of the 
strongest drivers of trade and prosperity in the global south. Protected area tourism is an especially 
quickly growing segment of the industry, having an important role in regional development on many rural 
areas of global south. However, territories labelled as protected areas represent a great variety of 
spaces. This research aims at unifying the holistic picture of protected area tourism governance by 
analysing, how protected areas with divergent landownership arrangements, management objectives 
and associated regulations influence tourism development and its local socio-economic impacts at the 
grass roots. 
This comparative case-study survey scrutinizes local-level tourism governance and territorial regulations 
on three neighbouring protected areas in Taita Taveta County, Kenya. The Tsavo National Parks are 
state-owned conservancies focusing on conserving biodiversity. LUMO community wildlife sanctuary is a 
nature tourism project owned and orchestrated by a local community, which aims to advance local socio-
economic development via tourism while preserving the environment at the same time. The third area, 
Sarova, is a private-owned conservancy harnessed solely for nature tourism and profit-making. The 
areas are liable to same legislative framework and international phenomena have similar influence on 
them, which makes comparison on their divergent management objectives and local-level regulations 
expedient. By giving voice to local-level tourism stakeholders, it is possible to point out how the category 
(i.e. public, private or community) of the land owner and the areas’ respective management objectives 
influence tourism operations and impact the socio-economic outcomes from both conservation and 
tourism.  
The comparative analyses focus first on spatial socially constructed preconditions for tourism 
development and second, on its developmental outcomes that will primarily be analysed by reflecting the 
livelihood changes generated by protected area tourism and protection regulations in place. The data-set 
was gathered during field research in February–March 2016, and it is mainly based on semi-structured 
interviews with tourism employees, employers and regional experts. The principal method of interviewing 
is supplemented by observation and statistics, and the data is analysed by thematic and qualitative 
content analyses.  
The protected areas’ management objectives and associated regulations have drastic impacts on 
tourism development within their respective borders. The local administrations of the protected areas 
were identified as the primary institutions to explain the stark spatial differences in the case-study areas 
tourist numbers. Instead of the mere ”type” of the landowner, the areas’ respective management 
objectives and associated regulations determined whether protected area tourism generated livelihoods 
or other positive socio-economic outcomes.  Altogether, similar preconditions for tourism development 
and similar socio-economic outcomes cannot be expected from all territories labelled as protected areas.  
Avainsanat – Nyckelord – Keywords 
Tourism, protected area tourism, tourism governance, development, tourism employment, conservation, 
Kenya  
Säilytyspaikka – Förvaringställe – Where deposited 
 HELDA 
Muita tietoja – Övriga uppgifter – Additional information 
  


























               
 HELSINGIN YLIOPISTO – HELSINGFORS UNIVERSITET – UNIVERSITY OF HELSINKI 





Geotieteiden ja maantieteen laitos 
Tekijä/Författare – Author 
 
Eero Vento  
Työn nimi / Arbetets titel – Title 
 
 Suojelualuehallinnalle asetetut tavoitteet: vaikutukset matkailun alueelliseen kehittymiseen Taita Tavetan piirikunnassa, Keniassa. 
Oppiaine /Läroämne – Subject 
 
Aluetiede 
Työn laji/Arbetets art – Level 
 
 Pro gradu 
Aika/Datum – Month and year 
 
 Lokakuu 2017 
Sivumäärä/ Sidoantal – Number of pages 
  
121 s, + liitteet 
Tiivistelmä/Referat – Abstract 
Matkailusta on kasvanut yksi merkittävimmistä kaupankäynnin ja hyvinvoinnin edistäjistä globaalissa 
etelässä, minkä vuoksi sillä on merkittävä asema kamppailussa köyhyyttä vastaan. Erityisesti 
suojelualuematkailun merkitys kehityksen edistäjänä korostuu globaalin etelän maaseutumaisissa 
ympäristöissä. Suojelualueiksi kategorisoitavat alueet ovat toisistaan hyvin poikkeavia tiloja. Tämä 
tutkimus pyrkii täydentämään kokonaiskuvaa suojelualuematkailusta ja sen hallinnasta analysoimalla, 
kuinka eri intressiryhmien omistamat suojelualueet erilaisine missioineen, hallintajärjestelmineen ja 
sääntöineen vaikuttavat matkailun toimintaedellytyksiin ja kehitystä tukevien seurannaisvaikutusten 
toteutumiseen ruohonjuuritasolla.  
Vertaileva tapaustutkimus tarkastelee matkailun paikallistason hallintaa kolmella luontomatkailualueella 
Taita Tavetan piirikunnassa, Keniassa. Valtio-omisteiset Tsavon kansallispuistot on valjastettu 
ensisijaisesti luonnonsuojeluun. Kyläyhteisön omistama ja hallinnoima LUMO-luontomatkailuprojekti 
tähtää paikalliskehityksen edistämiseen matkailutulojen kautta, pitäen samalla hyvää huolta ympäristön 
kestävyydestä. Yksityisomisteinen Sarovan alue on valjastettu täysin luontomatkailun tarkoituksiin, ja 
alueen toiminnoilla tähdätään yksinomaan taloudellisiin voittoihin. Toiminnat alueilla noudattavat samoja 
lakeja ja kansainväliset ilmiöt vaikuttavat niihin samoin tavoin, mikä mahdollistaa alueiden paikallisten 
missioista ja säännöistä kumpuavien erojen vertailun. Analysoimalla suojelualue-matkailuun osallisten 
henkilöiden kokemuksia modernin poliittisen matkailuhallinnan näkökulmasta voidaan selvittää, kuinka 
maanomistajuussuhteet ja alueiden yksilölliset suojeluohjelmat ja -tavoitteet vaikuttavat matkailun 
kehittymiseen ja sen tuottamien sosio-ekonomisten seurannaisvaikutusten määrään ja laatuun.  
Alueiden vertailu keskittyy ensisijaisesti matkailun toiminnallisiin edellytyksiin tapaustutkimusalueilla, ja 
toissijaisesti niiden synnyttämiin kehitystä tukeviin seurannaisvaikutuksiin, joiden tarkastelussa 
keskitytään eritysesti matkailukehityksen ja maankäytön muutosten elinkeinovaikutuksiin. Aineisto on 
kerätty kenttätutkimusjaksolla helmi-maaliskuussa 2016, ja se koostuu pääasiassa puolistrukturoiduista 
haastatteluista matkailutyöntekijöiden, työnantajien ja alueellisten asiantuntijoiden kanssa. Aineistoa on 
täydennetty havainnoinnilla ja tilastoilla, ja data on analysoitu käyttäen pääasiassa kvalitatiivista 
sisältöanalyysiä.  
Tulokset osoittavat, että suojelualueiden yksilöllisillä suojeluohjelmilla ja niiden toteuttamista tukevilla 
säännöillä on valtaisa merkitys matkailun kehittymiselle alueellisesti. Suojelualueiden paikallishallintojen 
toteuttama matkailun sääntely ja mahdollinen tukeminen nähtiin merkittävimmiksi alueellisia eroja 
matkailukehityksessä selittäviksi tekijöiksi. Tämän tutkimuksen kontekstissa suojelualueiden eriävät 
missiot osoittautuivat esimerkiksi maanomistussuhteita merkittävämpinä matkailun sosio-ekonomissa 
seurannaisvaikutuksissa eroja selittävänä tekijänä. Samanlaisia edellytyksiä matkailun kehittymiselle ja 
yhtäläisiä seurannaisvaikutuksia ei voida odottaa kaikilla suojelualueiksi kategorisoitavilla alueilla 
harjoitettavalta matkailulta.  
Avainsanat – Nyckelord – Keywords 
Matkailu, suojelualuematkailu, matkailuhallinta, kehitys, matkailutyöllisyys, ympäristönsuojelu, Kenia  
 
Säilytyspaikka – Förvaringställe – Where deposited 
 
 HELDA 
Muita tietoja – Övriga uppgifter – Additional information 
  
























Table of contents 
 
LIST OF FIGURES 
LIST OF TABLES 
LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS 
1. INTRODUCTION ..................................................................................................................... 1 
1.1. Aims & research questions ........................................................................................... 4 
 
2. THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK ............................................................................................ 5 
2.1. Local impacts of protected area tourism development................................................. 6 
2.1.1. Socio-ecological impacts ............................................................................................. 6 
2.1.2. Impacts on livelihoods ................................................................................................ 8 
2.1.3. Territorial comparisons on livelihood changes ......................................................... 11 
2.2. Development of tourism governance discussions ...................................................... 13 
2.2.1. Early stages ............................................................................................................... 14 
2.2.2. Structural turn ............................................................................................................ 15 
2.2.3. Modern tourism governance ...................................................................................... 16 
2.2.4. Political economy and geography in modern tourism governance ........................... 17 
2.3. Regulating protected areas and tourism development ............................................... 19 
2.3.1. Local managements ................................................................................................... 20 
2.3.2. Integrated framework for analysing tourism governance ......................................... 22 
 
3. GEOGRAPHICAL CONTEXT .............................................................................................. 24 
3.1. Tourism in Kenya ....................................................................................................... 24 
3.2. Tourism in Taita Taveta County ................................................................................ 27 
3.3. The case-study areas .................................................................................................. 31 
3.3.1. State-owned protected areas - Tsavo National Parks ................................................ 31 
3.3.2. Community-owned protected area - LUMO ............................................................. 33 
3.3.3. Private-owned protected area - Sarova ...................................................................... 37 
 
4. METHODOLOGY .................................................................................................................. 38 
4.1. Research methods on the field ................................................................................... 39 
4.1.1. Semi-structured interviews ........................................................................................ 40 
4.1.2. Observation ............................................................................................................... 43 
4.2. Data analysis .............................................................................................................. 43 
4.3. Issues of objectivity and research ethics .................................................................... 46 
  
               
5. RESULTS ............................................................................................................................... 48 
5.1. Territorial tourism trends ........................................................................................... 48 
5.2. Constructing the protected areas’ regulatory frameworks ......................................... 51 
5.2.1. Local managements .................................................................................................. 52 
5.2.2. Public policies ........................................................................................................... 61 
5.2.3. International policies ................................................................................................ 67 
5.3. Tourism employment and protection regulations’ local impacts on livelihoods ....... 67 
5.3.1. County-level ............................................................................................................. 68 
5.3.2. Territorial comparison .............................................................................................. 70 
5.4. Conservation, tourism & community development ................................................... 76 
5.4.1. Conservation ............................................................................................................. 78 
5.4.2. Corporate Social Responsibility ............................................................................... 80 
 
6. DISCUSSION ......................................................................................................................... 80 
6.1. Constructing tourism governance in protected area contexts .................................... 81 
6.1.1. Management objectives and land-owning arrangements .......................................... 86 
6.1.2. Implementing the local regulations .......................................................................... 92 
6.2. Territorial variations in the socio-economic outcomes of tourism ............................ 94 
6.3. Reconciling different interests associated with protected area tourism .................... 98 
6.4. Methodological discussion ...................................................................................... 101 
6.5. Directions for further research ................................................................................. 103 
 
7. CONCLUSIONS .................................................................................................................. 105 
 
ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS .......................................................................................................... 108 
REFERENCES ............................................................................................................................. 110 










               
LIST OF FIGURES 
Figure 1. The location of Taita Taveta County in Southern Kenya. ............................................................ 24 
Figure 2. Security issues have halted Kenya's tourism growth since 2008. ................................................. 25 
Figure 3. Physically similar conservation areas occupy over 62 % of Taita Taveta County's territory ....... 28 
Figure 4. Accommodation facilities in TTC's protected areas in March 2016. ............................................ 30 
Figure 5. Savannah landscape of Tsavo East. .............................................................................................. 31 
Figure 6. Voi Wildlife Lodge – a medium-sized establishment in Tsavo East. ........................................... 32 
Figure 7 Visitor numbers of Tsavo East. ...................................................................................................... 32 
Figure 8. Lion’s Bluff lodge in LUMO. ....................................................................................................... 35 
Figure 9. Giraffes in LUMO. ........................................................................................................................ 35 
Figure 11. Lions in Sarova. .......................................................................................................................... 37 
Figure 10. Cottages in Sarova. ..................................................................................................................... 37 
Figure 12. Comparison on territorial tourist flows on a 2-month period. .................................................... 49 
Figure 13. Illegal cattle grazing in LUMO in March 2016. ......................................................................... 59 
 
LIST OF TABLES 
Table 1. Territory-specific interviews (N).................................................................................................... 41 
Table 2. Wishes and demands directed at policy makers ............................................................................. 65 
 
LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS 
AfDB  African Development Bank 
AWF African Wildlife Foundation 
CBA Collective Bargaining Agreement 
CSR Corporate Social Responsibility 
EU European Union 
FDI  Foreign direct investment 
GDP  Gross Domestic Product 
KMEA Kenyan Ministry of East Africa 
KNBS Kenya National Bureau of Statistics 
KWS Kenya Wildlife Service 
KTA Kenyan Tourism Act 
NGO Non-governmental organization 
NP National Park 
NTS The National Tourism Strategy of Kenya 2013–2018 
PA  Protected area 
TTC  Taita Taveta County 
TTCG Taita Taveta County Government 
TTCIDP Taita Taveta County Integrated Development Plan 2013-2017 
UNWTO United Nations World Tourism Organisation 
USAID The United States Agency for International Development 
WB  World Bank 








Tourism has recently become one of the strongest drivers of world trade and prosperity, tourists 
spend almost three times the amount of official development aid in global south, and everything 
suggests that this setting is unlikely to change; out of the top-20 countries with relatively fastest 
rate of tourism growth, 19 are in the global south, and increasing shares of foreign aid will be 
directed at tourism sector (Mitchell & Ashley 2010, Scheyvens 2011, UNWTO 2015a & 2015b, 
2015c, WB Data Bank 2016). These megatrends create growing markets for protected area 
tourism; the 200 000 protected areas – covering approximately 16 % of the planet’s terrestrial 
areas – resemble tourism destinations in ever-increasing degrees, especially in global south 
(Steiner & Sheppard 2007, McCool et al. 2007: 333, IUCN 2017). Tourism is identified as one 
of the main contributors in the fight against poverty and possibly the most important sector for 
achieving the recently-launched Sustainable Development Goals, which are set to guide global 
development efforts over the upcoming decades (UNWTO 2015b, 2015c). Especially on rural 
regions possessing competitive advantages in the form of rich nature and wildlife, great hopes 
are set for protected area tourism in development strategies and policies (e.g. KMEA 2012, 
WTTC 2015).  
However, protected areas remain as contested spaces, because the protection regulations, and 
environment’s commodification in areas harnessed for tourism, challenge the traditional ways 
of utilizing the territories (e.g. Infield 1988, Wainwright & Wehrmeyer 1998, Gillingham & 
Lee 1999, West et al. 2006). Redeeming the socio-economic expectations set in tourism-
oriented development strategies are far dependent on sound and sustainable planning and 
governance, which shall reconcile the different interests associated with the existence and 
utilization of protected territories (e.g. Choi & Sirakaya 2005: 384, Hall 2008 & 2011b, 
Bramwell & Lane 2011). Individual territories labelled as protected areas do not differ from 
each other only physically, but also by their socially constructed management objectives and 
respective regulations. Some areas are established solely for conservation purposes, 
commercial protected areas are becoming more common, and ever-increasing number of rural 
communities try to acquire socio-economic benefits from international tourism by establishing 
own conservancies (e.g. Steiner & Sheppard 2007, Eagles 2009). However, divergent protected 
areas are often lumped together and generalized, while addressing protected area tourism and 
its developmental potential (e.g. KEMA 2012, WTTC 2015). This research assumes that 




established to serve different purposes. The landowners and local managements of the protected 
areas admittedly prioritize certain interests over others (Roth 2004, Mbaiwa 2005, West et al. 
2006, Eagles 2009), which hypothetically influence tourism development within the areas, and 
impact the relations between the rather exclusive conservation areas and surrounding society. 
Tourism and conservation must co-operate in ever-increasing degrees, because tourism, 
conservation and locals’ acceptance form a self-sustaining system in global south’s rural 
environments (West et al. 2006, Spenceley & Goodwin 2007, Spenceley et al. 2009, Eagles 
2009, Jamal & Stronza 2009: 172). Tourism must operate in a way that locals can derive 
benefits from it and approve both conservation and tourism without never-ending disputes. 
Conservation efforts must be looked after to guarantee tourism stakeholders’ possibilities to 
utilize the pull factors environment offers (Spenceley & Goodwin 2007, Spenceley et al. 2009). 
Governance and planning are the best means for establishing such a system of co-operation 
(Nepal 19997: 124, Eagles 2009, Jamal & Stronza 2009).  
This research scrutinizes first, how tourism entrepreneurs experience operating on three 
protected areas, which have been established to serve different purposes. Their experiences are 
to provide understanding about the protected area’s local governance, which hypothetically 
generates differences in the magnitudes and outcomes of tourism between individual protected 
areas. Secondly, this research examines, how protected area tourism contributes to local socio-
economic development, in prior via employment generation. The case-study areas neighbour 
each other in Taita Taveta County, Southern Kenya, share similar physical environment and are 
liable to same public laws and regulations. However, the areas have been established to serve 
different objectives. The state-owned Tsavo National Parks focus primarily on biodiversity 
conservation, but lean on tourism as an additional source of financing. The Taita Hills Wildlife 
Sanctuary – better known as Sarova – is a private-owned protected area harnessed for 
commercial tourism operations. Sarova’s main goal is to create profits for its land owners and 
tourism investors. LUMO is a local community’s own conservation initiative, which bounds 
together areas of approximately 5 000 shareholders. LUMO’s objective is to help poverty 
alleviation and improve living standards of the locals in an environmentally sustainable manner.  
To improve policy making and governance related to protected areas, better understanding 
about protected area tourism is needed, requiring more profound analyses on the areas’ 
governance (Eagles 2009). “Without sufficient management, the ecological, environmental, 




increase” (Nepal 2000: 677). Discussion of protected areas’ governance is insufficient, and 
more work is needed (Eagles 2009), but analysing the relation between governance and tourism 
development only on national and regional scales is not expedient. Further research on local 
tourism governance is a prerequisite for revealing what leads to spatial similarities or 
differences in tourism operations. However, it cannot be done without shifting the research 
focus to the grass roots and without embracing the complexity of tourism structure on local 
levels (Milne & Ateljevic 2001: 369, Spenceley & Goodwin 2007: 258, Farmaki 2015). By 
comparing tourism stakeholders’ operational preconditions between protected areas with 
different objectives and regulations, it is possible to identify reasons for spatial differentiations 
in protected area tourism development. As a result, supplemented understanding about the 
protected areas’ different regulatory frameworks help to advance positive socio-economic 
impacts from tourism without jeopardizing the leading management objectives of individual 
protected areas. 
After introducing the aims and research questions of this study, I will go through the origins of 
tourism planning and governance discussions. Man-made borders – such as the ones depicting 
individual protected areas – always create new politicized territories influencing social 
interactions within them (e.g. Paasi 2002). However, these arguably heterogeneous tourism 
destinations have often been generalized in tourism governance discussions especially by the 
traditional concepts, which have illustrated tourism governance merely as a two-sided battle 
between public regulations and private freedoms (e.g. Hall 2011b, Farmaki 2015). Therefore, 
this research adapts concepts of political geography and of political economy, which better 
grasp the dynamics of protected areas’ fragmented and informal local level governance. 
Detailed scrutiny into the protected areas’ governance and local regulations hypothetically 
reveal reasons for spatial differences in tourism flows and in socio-economic impacts of tourism 
and conservation per se. 
This study’s data-set is based on semi-structured interviews, which are supplemented by 
observation and statistics. The data is processed through cyclical coding and analysed by 
thematic and qualitative content analysis. The results provide quantitative data about tourism 
within the case-study areas, and enhance understanding about the construction of the protected 
areas’ regulatory frameworks; what kinds of regulations and governmental practices impact 
tourism operations at the grass roots, and which institutions or interest groups take part in 
protected area tourism governance. Furthermore, data about different protected areas’ complex 




employment. Then, the findings will be discussed and reflected both to the areas’ different 
management objectives and to the existing literature. Last, I will discuss the methodologies and 
give suggestions for further studies. 
1.1. Aims & research questions 
The main hypothesis states that tourism spaces reflect great distinctions in their – socially 
constructed – operational structures, which further shape tourism development within them, 
and the possibilities to utilize it for advancing socio-economic development locally. 
Hypothetically these differences partly stem from the case-study areas’ divergent management 
objectives, associated regulations and from the ways, how they are implemented. Protected 
areas can be well conceptualised as semi-autonomous liminal jurisdictions, whose own 
governance structures have great influence on the dynamics that the very existence of protected 
areas and tourism within them generate. As a result, there can exist spatial differentiation on 
tourism performance between protected areas close to each other. How and why this happens 
in the context of the case-study areas is the ultimate geographical question of the thesis.  
Hence, the aims of the research can be defined as follows:  
1. To investigate neighbouring protected areas’ management objectives and their 
impacts on tourism within the territories. 
2. To reveal perceptions and experiences of running tourism businesses and being 
employed by them within protected areas with different objectives of management. 
3. To suggest, how protected areas’ managements could better reconcile the 
divergent interests and operations within their territories and contribute to socio-
economic development. 
The direct research questions are as follows: 
1. Which institutions and stakeholders construct protected areas’ regulatory 
frameworks? Special emphasis on tourism operations.  
2. Does tourism develop differently in protected areas established for different 
reasons? 
a. Can tourism entrepreneurs perceive differences in their operational 
preconditions between protected areas established for different reasons? 
b. How individuals perceive different protected areas’ impacts on livelihoods? 




3. How the clashing interests associated with protected areas could be balanced and 
the areas’ contributions to socio-economic development maximised in a sustainable 
manner?  
The research questions are derived from the theory and tackled accordingly in ways more 
profoundly presented in the following chapters. The first two questions scrutinize the protected 
areas’ regulatory constructions and aim to identify, which institutions construct the regulatory 
frameworks the protected area tourism stakeholders at the grass roots are liable to. Special 
emphasis will be put on the protected areas’ local managements’ capacity to regulate tourism 
operations within their territories. At the same time, the influence of the areas’ divergent 
management objectives to the livelihood changes – generated by the protection regulations and 
by tourism development – will be examined. The last question scrutinizes whether and how the 
different interests associated with the use of the protected areas and tourism within them could 
be reconciled in a sustainable manner.  
2. THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK 
The ontological and epistemological bases of this research are founded in critical realism 
(Bazeley 2013: 21); the world exists independently without our knowledge of it. 
Epistemologically we construct the world around us, thus it is important to explain perceived 
differences in the reality we live in, instead of just finding regularities from it (ibid). For 
example, the socially constructed regulatory frameworks of protected areas exist without 
tourism stakeholders necessarily acknowledging their influence. From their viewpoints, it is 
possible to find explanations for the differences in tourism operations and in protected areas’ 
interactions with the surrounding society between the case-study areas, which stem from these 
very structures.  
The chapter will begin by introducing general local-level outcomes of conservation before 
getting engrossed in the empirical research about the local impacts of protected area tourism 
relevant to the research questions. In the development-related territorial comparisons the study 
will focus on the employment outcomes of protected area tourism, while acknowledging the 
wider livelihood changes the mere protection regulations generate. Impacts on livelihoods bring 
together many themes, which have been associated with establishing protected areas and 
tourism development within them; protection regulations prevent many of the indigenous land-
dependent livelihoods, whereas tourism development is ought to generate new ones. 




of conservation – if the existence of protected areas is not questioned in the first place. Later 
on, the development of tourism planning and governance discussions will be reviewed, as they 
have urged to figure out the best practices and socially constructed contexts for realising the 
most beneficial outcomes of tourism operations – an endeavour this research continues. 
Answering the research questions requires supplementing the theoretical frame of tourism 
governance by concepts from political economy and political geography. Such expansion of the 
theoretical framework follows the trend of the so-called modern tourism governance, which 
combines tourism operations together with spatial governance and planning in ever increasing 
degrees. The grasp of modern tourism governance follows the ideas of regulatory tourism 
studies by emphasizing how tourism development per se and its socio-economic outcomes are 
dependent on the prevailing regulatory frameworks. Theory will be supplemented and taken 
into local context in the following chapters introducing the geographical context of the research.  
2.1. Local impacts of protected area tourism development  
Although all the case-study areas can be described as protected areas, they are yet very 
different. Protected areas are inherently problematic spaces due to the socio-economic impacts 
and territory-related conflicts of interests their protection regulations inherently cause. 
Conservation impacts the socio-economic and cultural environments within and around the 
protected areas, especially when the territories are utilized by tourism or other commercial 
ventures (Scheyvens 2002, Buckley 2003, Roth 2004, Choi & Sirakaya 2005, Mbaiwa 2005, 
West et al. 2006, Wall & Mathieson 2006, Plummer & Fennell 2009). Yet individual protected 
areas are different from each other by their different management objectives, sources of 
financing and degree of self-determination – to name a few. Discussing the most relevant 
characteristics of protected area tourism and the case-study areas’ differences in these matters 
is expedient before conducting any comparison between them. 
2.1.1. Socio-ecological impacts  
Tourism development has been associated in global south with many adverse developments 
(e.g. Krippendorf 1987, Harrison 1992 & 2001, Telfer & Sharpley 2007, Mowforth & Munt 
2009, Scheyvens 2011). Tourism development in general has been linked with rising price 
levels, environmental degradation and changes in the traditional cultures – to name a couple – 
and establishing protected areas prevent the use of the natural resources in traditional manners 
(e.g. Scheyvens 2002, Mbaiwa 2005, West et al. 2006, Wall & Mathieson 2006). Tourism 




the utility value that local inhabitants have had on the same resources earlier (Roth 2004, West 
et al. 2006), sowing a seed for local conflicts and adverse developments.  
In addition to the environmental well-being, establishing and maintaining protected areas have 
been justified by highlighting all the various positive economic impacts such as increases in 
capital investments, stimulation of rural areas and emerging new livelihoods (Harrison 1992, 
Williams 1998, Scheyvens 2011: 35). More than often, such positive outcomes do not 
materialize and negatively-perceived contributions to local wellbeing outweigh the positive 
ones (Wainwright & Wehrmeyer 1998, Songorwa 1999). Rural people’s access to ”their” lands 
becomes restricted, when protected areas are established through privatization, legislation or 
other types of enforcements – because often locals’ needs and opinions are not taken into 
account in such processes (Infield 1988, Wainwright & Wehrmeyer 1998, Gillingham & Lee 
1999, West et al. 2006). In Sub-Saharan Africa, growing interest in wildlife tourism has even 
become one of the strongest drivers of land grabbing, which can be done by private or state 
agents alike (Hall R. 2011: 193). Land-use conflicts, changes in land-use rights, feelings of 
inequity, feelings of fraud or exploitation and other myriad social impacts are nowadays 
regarded as inconveniences, which are fundamentally characteristic to protected areas, and to 
tourism within them (Kruger 2005, West et al. 2006, Plummer & Fennell 2009: 149).  
Declaring certain territories protected is a new social phenomenon – and often it is done by 
external parties for external people (Nepal 1997, West et al. 2006). People in protected areas’ 
vicinity tend to regard the areas as alien concepts, unless they are either empowered and 
involved in the areas’ planning and management, or unless they can gain perceivable benefits 
from conservation from the very beginning. The protected areas’ respective managements far 
determine whether either of the scenarios manifests (Infield 1988, Nepal 1997: 128, West et al. 
2006).  
On the other hand, locals can acquire direct economic benefits from protected areas’ tourism 
commodification, if they manage to maintain their hold of the resources that protected area 
tourism is based on (Spenceley & Goodwin 2007: 258). Tenure over land or wildlife give 
negotiation power to the poor – or they can try to acquire direct benefits themselves via tourism 
ventures (Ashley et al. 2000). Such empirical claims give interesting insights to the research 
setting, where the tenure over land with associated territorial management objectives are the 




The concept of Corporate Social Responsibility has gained noteworthy attention in discussions 
concerning nature tourism businesses’ socio-ecological impacts (e.g. Henderson 2007, 
Scheyvens 2011, Coles et al. 2013). CSR has been defined as “actions that further some social 
good, beyond the interests of the firm and that which is required by law” (McWilliams & Siegal 
2001: 117). Companies and organizations especially in tourism industry have wider 
responsibilities beyond business, because operations are closely interlinked with the 
destinations’ environments and societies (Henderson 2007: 228-229). While the CSR has 
become a commonplace feature of tourism especially in protected areas’ contexts, the 
conceptions of it remain debated. CSR can be understood as truly altruistic attempts to spread 
the benefits of tourism development (Henderson 2007: 237). However, companies can utilize 
CSR actively in their advertising, brand building and competition with other companies – thus 
it seems to involve more commercial than non-commercial intentions (Henderson 2007, Coles 
et al. 2013). Regulation-wise, CSR has been used as a justification for claims that demand 
reducing public regulations, because voluntary CSR efforts are arguably less onerous for the 
companies than following deeply embedded regulations (Henderson 2007: 229-230, Coles et 
al. 2013). Arguably, CSR is a valuable instrument, but voluntary efforts cannot be treated as an 
alternative for regulations (Henderson 2007, Scheyvens 2011, Coles et al. 2013). 
As mentioned above, tourism, conservation and locals’ acceptance form a self-sustaining 
system in global south’s rural environments (West et al. 2006, Spenceley & Goodwin 2007, 
Eagles 2009, Jamal & Stronza 2009: 172, Spenceley et al. 2009). The better the needs of people 
surrounding the protected areas are acknowledged, the more approved conservation efforts 
become (e.g. Infield 1988, Nepal 1997: 124). Vice-versa, dictating and domineering policy 
implementation increases the likelihood of local conflicts and hampers the attitudes towards 
conservation, especially if the new beneficiaries of the protected areas are considered as 
outsiders (Infield 1988, Nepal 1997: 128, Gillingham & Lee 1999, West et al. 2006: 260). 
2.1.2. Impacts on livelihoods 
Tourism development is fundamentally associated with livelihood changes, which becomes 
emphasized in protected areas’ contexts. Tourism has been promoted in the global south for its 
capacity to alleviate poverty and improve people’s socio-economic well-being through direct 
employment and indirect livelihood generation (Mitchell & Ashley 2007, Spenceley & 
Goodwin 2007: 259, Scheyvens 2002: 23 & 2011, UNWTO 2015b). Livelihood generation via 
tourism is a common reasoning used to justify the implementation of protection regulations and 




livelihoods would be inferior to the ones generated via conservation and tourism development 
(e.g. Williams 1998, Spenceley & Goodwin 2007). Taita Taveta County’s regional 
development strategies (TTCIDP 2016) and officials from the County administration (Expert 
interview 2016b & 2016c) considered employment generation as the best socio-economic 
outcome that tourism within the County has had, and could have in the near future (TTCG 2016, 
Expert interview 2016b), and tourism as the best generator of income that the now-protected 
territories have to offer. Such conclusions and statements still remain hollow and do not address 
how certain territories generated better employment outcomes than other. Scheyvens (2001: 
152) argued that tourism employment generation requires supportive regulatory framework, 
and this research aims at enhancing the understanding about concrete regulations’ and 
management objectives’ impacts on tourism livelihood generation at the grass-roots.  
Based on a common argument, direct and indirect employment are the strongest factors to drive 
economic and human development at tourism destinations and especially on remote and rural 
areas, where protected areas usually locate (Sindiga 2000, Mitchell and Ashley 2007). 
Employment in protected area tourism stimulates rural regions and retards too fast urbanisation, 
as the tourism investments commodify areas, which would otherwise likely be in less-
productive and environmentally harmful use (UNEP 2015, Kimenyi et al. 2015). In rural areas 
of global south, tourism is also regarded as the only noteworthy non-agricultural sector offering 
low-barrier jobs and employing a significant number of women, young and unskilled workers, 
who often feature in the group of long-term unemployed (Dwyer & Forsyth 1997, Jänis 2011: 
79-80, Spenceley & Goodwin 2007: 258). Even casual earnings from tourism might be enough 
to cover children’s school fees, and they also spread the benefits more widely than mere 
permanent jobs do (Ashley et al. 2000, Shah & Gupta 2000). 
Via pluralising sources of livelihoods, people do not only passively accept conservation, but 
they also begin to act in more environmentally friendly ways (Scheyvens 2002: 85, Jänis 2011). 
Without protection, arguably 80 % of Kenya’s National Parks’ territories would have been 
harnessed for agriculture (Sindiga 1995: 50). Therefore, employment is a particularly strong 
incentive for the existence of the whole nature tourism industry and community conservation. 
It is a motivating force especially in rural African contexts, where tourism directly generates a 
bigger share of total employment than in other areas of the world (Scheyvens 2002: 89). 
However, tourism employment supports conservation and encourages communities to establish 
new conservancies to rural areas only, if the new livelihoods are better by their quality and 




2011). If the livelihood changes are perceived negatively by locals, conflicts and resistance are 
likely to be witnessed (Infield 1988, Mbaiwa 2011). 
While considering the livelihood changes associated with conservation and protected area 
tourism development, it is important to acknowledge that the existing – or prospect – protected 
areas were economically utilized and they generated income for locals before they were 
protected (Sindiga 2000, West et al. 2006). Tourism development changes sources of income, 
especially those of the poor and indigent, and these changes are even more drastic in nature 
tourism development on protected areas than elsewhere in tourism industry (Ashley et al. 2000, 
Mbaiwa 2005, West et al. 2006). When a territory is protected, it cannot be used for hunting, 
farming, gathering or any other traditional mean of fulfilling the basic needs of the indigenous 
people (Mbaiwa 2005: 144). Conservation and resorting to tourism incomes can also make 
people more vulnerable; in case of external shocks, people could resort to natural resources to 
fulfil their basic needs, but conservation prevents such attempts. Therefore, phenomena which 
change societal stability such as political violence, economic crises or environmental hazards 
are likely to decrease the acceptance of protected areas, when such phenomena hamper the 
livelihoods that could be obtained from the protected territories (Wainwright & Wehrmeyer 
1998: 940, Mbaiwa 2011).  
Tourism employment does not equal socio-economic development, if the quality of the jobs is 
inferior (Scheyvens 2002, 2011). In addition to good wages and acceptable conditions, the work 
must not limit ones’ personal freedoms or deny possibilities to sustain personal life. For 
example, 16 hours’ working days are not ideal for improving life standards as a whole, although 
they increase individual employees’ economic wealth (Scheyvens 2011). Tourism leads to 
socio-economic development, when it generates new possibilities for less-affluent people to 
prepare themselves against external shocks, to pluralise the sources of income, gain control 
over territorial resources and empower themselves by giving possibilities to freely choose the 
line of individual actions (Buckley 2003, Scheyvens 2011, UNWTO 2015c).  
The benefits protected area tourism generates are significant for individual beneficiaries, 
because tourism jobs often are good enough to lift people well above poverty lines (Spenceley 
2003, Spenceley & Goodwin 2007). But the group of beneficiaries tend to remain relatively 
small, and the poorest and most indigent are often excluded from the benefit-sharing (Spenceley 
& Goodwin 2007). As most of the negative socio-economic outcomes conservation generates 




positive economic benefits outweigh the cost of living nearby the protected territories (Nepal 
1997). Increasing the number of beneficiaries and including more locals into the group is one 
of the biggest challenges for protected areas’ managements and tourism planners (Spenceley & 
Goodwin 2007). Tourism businesses can also facilitate new local sources of income on their 
own initiative, if it suits their interests and profitability; occasionally on remote areas, tourism 
operators facilitate local supply for their own demands by informing local producers about their 
needs and guiding them how to produce the desired products (Spenceley et al. 2009).  
In Kenya, an especially strong pressure has been put on tourism’s capacity to increase 
employment (Sindiga 2000). For an East African country, Kenya has a comparatively large 
middle-class and relatively stable employment ratio (WB 2016), which are necessities for 
enduring development. The phase of employment generation must still accelerate in order to 
raise the majority of booming young generations into the middle-class, and to keep Kenya in 
the group of middle-income countries (WB 2016, Kimenyi et al. 2015). According to a regional 
expert (Expert interview 2016c), a great deal of direct tourism employment generated within 
the County’s protected areas is formal, unlike 83 % of jobs in Kenya (KMEA 2012). Formal 
jobs are the ones that are sustainable both for the poor and to the country, and do spur long-
term social development (Kimenyi et al. 2015). Altogether, Kenyan tourism strategies highlight 
employment generation in various aspects, but they are liberal by nature, as they tend to focus 
more to the quantities than to the qualities of tourism employment. 
2.1.3. Territorial comparisons on livelihood changes  
As illustrated in the previous sub-chapters, tourism and protected areas both generate countless 
societal contributions. Many of the perceived benefits generated by either tourism or 
conservation remain disputed, because different interest groups define and understand benefits 
differently. Hence, it is practically impossible to define all-representative, universal causal 
relations from protected area tourism to societal benefits by most of the attributes, which have 
been named as societal or socio-economic benefits of protected area tourism or conservation 
(e.g. McCool et al. 2007).  
Various authors and development organisations alike grant employment as the most-important 
contribution of tourism towards socio-economic development and higher life standards at the 
destination areas, and highlights its significance for regional economy within the tourism-dependent 
areas of global south (e.g. Scheyvens 2002, 2007 & 2011, Spenceley 2003, Mitchell & Ashley 2010, 
UNEP 2015, UNWTO 2015b). Focusing on employment while comparing the territorial socio-




both its qualitative and quantitative aspects are acknowledged. Hence, this research prioritises 
livelihood changes, when comparing the socio-economic impacts that protected area tourism 
generates.  
Altogether, comparing differently regulated protected areas can provide information to be used 
in improving protected areas’ regulations and tourism planning – and for reconciling the 
interests and arguments associated with the very existence of protected areas. The areas’ unique 
management objectives influence local regulations, and the impacts on livelihoods 
hypothetically are dependent on the protected areas’ spatially unique regulatory frameworks. 
Tourism stakeholders – employers and employees in this occasion – are in key position for 
comparing, how different regulations and interests behind them steer protected area tourism 
development and influence its societal outcomes.  
Employment from tourism development can be chronologically divided to livelihoods 
generated by tourism operations’ backward and forward linkages. Backward linkages include 
all the livelihoods generated by operations that take place before the actual tourism operations 
develops. This study focuses on the quantities and qualities of the livelihoods generated by the 
forward linkages, which compile the actions taking place once tourism has once developed on 
a given area. The forward linkages include various sources of income such as procurement and 
delivering different services like accommodation, catering and touring. The forward linkages 
are location-dependent, they cannot be completely outsourced from the destinations. Hence, 
they are fundamentally liable to spatial regulations in place – and comparable feasibly within 
the context of this study. However, all the forward linkages cannot be analysed in the context 
of this study, because they spread too far from the protected areas. The employee informants 
include only people, who work inside the protected areas, mostly in hotels and lodges. Due to 
contextual limitations, the group of informants do not include locals surrounding the protected 
areas, whose income the protection regulations also impact. Direct employment numbers can 
be acquired from the exact tourism establishments, and only estimations will be available for 
analysing indirect employment effects. 
Analysing and comparing livelihoods in parallel to territory-based regulations is meaningful 
especially, if arrival numbers and tourism entrepreneurs’ operational preconditions differ 
between the areas. Generally, higher tourism flows generate more job opportunities, but the 
mere quantities do not reveal much about the protected areas’ holistic impacts on livelihoods – 




and therefore does not directly advance socio-economic development of the local and 
indigenous inhabitants (e.g. Scheyvens 2002, 2011). Due to such reasons, qualitative attributes 
are required for comparing the livelihood changes. Altogether, socio-economically sustainable 
tourism development requires supportive regulatory frameworks, which influence also the 
livelihood changes both directly and indirectly (Bianchi 2011, Cornelissen 2011, Scheyvens 
2011: 152). It is of crucial importance to find out, whether perceivable constraints for tourism 
employment stem from protected areas local regulations – and are there any unnecessary 
hindrances to overcome.  
2.2. Development of tourism governance discussions 
Together with accumulating empirical knowledge on the impacts of tourism have developed 
the academic perspectives on tourism planning and governance, from which the theoretical 
framework of this research originates. The applied means for analysing tourism governance are 
numerous, but during the past decade, terms of “traditional” and “modern” tourism governance 
have emerged. Also, planning is an inseparable part of tourism systems and always entails 
matters of governance, hence the two concepts have recently become connected in ever-
increasing degrees (Albrecht 2011: 191-193, Hall 2011b: 439). This chapter will review the 
developments of tourism planning and governance discussions relevant to this study, and 
discuss the nexus between regulation and tourism development specifically in protected area 
contexts.  
Perspectives on tourism planning and governance have been present in the academic research 
only since the 1980s (Mathieson & Wall 1982, Oppermann 1993, Scheyvens 2011). The 
overarching concept in traditional tourism governance discussion has illustrated the system of 
planning and regulation as an eternal contest between public regulation and private freedoms 
(e.g. Hall & Lew 2009). The fundamental idea behind the traditional conceptualisations has let 
to assume that private freedoms are the least likely to advance inclusive socio-economic 
development; Private sector has been regarded as a composition of agents that are primarily 
interested in profits, and public governance is held responsible for defending public goods and 
ensuring benefits to wider society (Önis & Senses 2005, Mowforth & Munt 2009, Scheyvens 
2011). Public policies have been seen as the only controllers of tourism industry, and that is 
why the term government has been much more often used in tourism research than the wider 
concept of governance (Bramwell & Lane 2011: 411). Following this, inadequacy or 




mean general failures in attempts to achieve the goals the concerned institutions have set for 
tourism (Ashley & Roe 1998, Benavides & Péres-Ducy 2001, Hall 2011a).  
Roughly, the traditional – arguably still dominant – concepts of tourism governance have 
illustrated tourism governance as an act of regulating private interests for the sake of common 
good, conducted solely by public institutions (e.g. Hall 2008 & Hall & Lew 2009). Although 
the framework portrayed by traditional tourism governance has diversified, governments have 
been portrayed as the only institutions able to execute tourism policies, i.e. regulate tourism 
development within their respective territories (Hall & Lew 2009: 248).  
Regulation is needed for ensuring wider benefits and for defending public goods amidst 
societally cross-cutting tourism development (Gunn & Var 2002, Hall & Lew 2009, Albrecht 
2011, Hall 2011b). While public institutions have been acknowledged as the only bodies 
possessing influential regulatory power, tourism governance discussion has leaned on 
generalisations. Therefore, understanding about the dynamics of local level tourism governance 
remains hollow (e.g. Dodds 2007, Mosedale 2011, Zahra 2011).  
For designing a relevant theoretical framework – which enable discussion with the traditional 
views on tourism governance – it is expedient to undergo the roots of tourism planning and 
governance discussions to get a grasp of the protected areas’ different systems of governance, 
and of the local managements’ capacities and interests to regulate tourism. Together they form 
the spatially unique regulatory frameworks for protected area tourism, under which the industry 
and its impacts develop. 
2.2.1. Early stages  
During the first decades of the post-wars’ mass-tourism boom, the positive outcomes – 
especially the economic ones – created bases for liberal/neo-liberal theories and practices that 
have been dominant in tourism policies ever since (e.g. Harrison 2001, Scheyvens 2011). 
Liberal perspectives understand tourism as a modernising phenomenon, which brings affluence 
and democracy to the destinations, and they have encouraged governments and stakeholders at 
the destinations to pursue maximal arrival numbers (Harrison 1992: 10, Scheyvens 2011: 35). 
Through liberal lenses, the quantitative outcomes of tourism such as increased employment 
numbers and higher volumes of foreign exchange are inherently positive, and also the socio-
cultural changes are manifestations of modern and desirable forms of life (Harrison 1992, 
Williams 1998, Scheyvens 2011: 35). Since the first National Parks were established, liberal 




utilization. Protected areas are still dominantly associated with poverty alleviation due to their 
potential to generate jobs and stimulate economy, although such generalising claims obviously 
do not materialize across all protected areas (e.g. Spenceley & Goodwin 2007). 
Globally booming tourism of the 1960–1980s and its development potential partly blinded the 
decision makers especially in the global south, and the ultra-liberal tourism strategies of that 
era were unavoidably too narrow to spur sustainable and inclusive development (e.g. Mowforth 
& Munt 2009). Focusing solely on economic objectives alters to high economic leakages and 
socio-cultural adverse developments, which can be prevented by right regulatory means 
(Sinclair 1991, Sinclair et al. 1992, Hazbun 2004: 327–328, Mowforth & Munt 2009). Some 
governments continue to pursue tourism with mere economic gains in mind, without paying 
sufficient attention to regionally balanced development and poverty alleviation (Brohman 1996, 
Scheyvens 2011: 74-–75).  
The dependency theory originating from empirical studies formed the cornerstone for critical 
perspective and initiated demands for tourism regulation (Harrison 1992, Brohman 1996). 
Dependency theory criticised tourism as a merely another expression of neo-colonialism, which 
turns developing countries’ resources into commodities and exploits them, without taking care 
of its holistic societal consequences (Brohman 1996, Mowforth & Munt 2009). Internationally 
prevailing North-South structures were criticized for limiting developing countries’ capability 
to regulate tourism development and to harness it for sustainable development. Meanwhile, the 
juxtaposition of public regulation and economic freedoms strengthened (De Kadt 1979, 
Krippendorf 1987, Sindiga 2000: 148, Culpeper 2005: 1, Jänis 2011: 76-77). However, the 
liberal perspective continued to draw force from the laissez-faire environment of the 1980s, 
which manifested as liberal tourism policies (Sindiga 2000: 148, Culpeper et al. 2005).  
2.2.2. Structural turn  
In the late 1980s, culminating views of liberal and critical perspectives created space for the 
emergence of structural perspectives, which emphasized the social construction of tourism 
spaces and shed wider attention on the possibilities to steer tourism development via planning 
and regulation. These new perspectives shifted focus towards social constructivism and the 
research scopes to the grass roots, where the impacts of tourism development are experienced 
(Murphy 1985, 1988, Scheyvens 2002, 2011). The constructionist views can be compiled to a 
perspective, which challenges the traditional structures of tourism industry and their 




Challenging the political structures of tourism has pluralised the conceptualizations of tourism 
governance. The traditional perspectives on tourism governance did acknowledge various 
interest groups’ and local stakeholders’ (e.g. communities, business groups, politicians, 
influential individuals, bureaucrats, academics, researchers) influence on tourism development 
(Hall & Jenkins 1995, Hall 2011b). Still, they treated them as partners or possible impediments, 
without the capacity to regulate or steer tourism development independently (e.g. Bianchi 2004, 
Telfer & Sharpley 2007, Albrecht 2011: 192, Hall 2011b). The so-called modern concepts of 
tourism governance acknowledge the interest groups’ capability to govern and regulate tourism 
development independently, and therefore regard tourism spaces’ regulatory frameworks as 
compositions of numerous interests (e.g. Ashley et al. 2000, Spenceley & Goodwin 2007, 
Bramwell & Lane 2011).  
2.2.3. Modern tourism governance  
The roots of modern tourism governance analyses assume that the socially constructed 
governance frameworks emerge in the unique socio-political environment of a given location – 
as a result of the interaction of all involved actors (Kooiman 1993). The territorial contest 
between different interests and regulations define whose interests are advanced in a given 
location (Albrecht 2011, Mosedale 2011, 2014). The modern concepts consider public tourism 
governance to be merely a part of a comprehensive tourism system. On the contrary to 
traditional perspectives, studies on tourism governance released in this millennium suggest that 
tourism operations are not regulated and planned solely by public policies, but various local 
level institutions are able to exert territorial power and impact tourism development according 
to their interests (e.g. Hazbun 2004, Albrecht 2011: 191-193, Hall 2011b, Mosedale 2014).  
The modern concepts advocate critical regulatory perspectives. They admit that protected area 
tourism development per se – associated with all its various impacts discussed in the previous 
chapter – is dependent on the socially constructed systems of tourism planning and governance, 
but underline that such systems are more complex than the traditional concepts of tourism 
governance let to anticipate (Hazbun 2004, Albrecht 2011, Bramwell 2011, Bramwell & Lane 
2011, Cornelissen 2011, Hall 2011b, Jänis 2011, Mosedale 2011 & 2014). Based on the 
regulatory line of thinking, tourism is a location dependent industry liable to spatially prevailing 
regulations and socially constructed systems of governance. The systems of governance are 
hypothetically divergent between neighbouring protected areas due to processes, which 
fragmentize the use of territorial power within them; all institutions, interest groups or 




tourism. It is expedient to focus on non-formal institutions and actors not only because of the 
context of this research, but also because the traditional concepts of tourism governance have 
arguably over-emphasized the role of public institutions in tourism governance discussions 
(Bramwell 2011: 461).  
Tourism systems admittedly are compositions of different stakeholders’ actions, and the 
systems’ spatial regulations tend to favour some actors’ interests over others (Oppermann 
1993). According to these rather new concepts of the so-called modern tourism governance 
(Cornelissen 2011, Scheyvens 2011: 33–45), it can be assumed that the regulatory frameworks 
of private-, state- and community-owned protected areas reflect their respective land owners’ 
interests. Therefore, the protected areas’ local managements’ interests hypothetically manifest 
as different regulatory frameworks, which create different operational environments for tourism 
entrepreneurs between the case-study areas.  
Altogether, the concepts of tourism governance tend to remain rather narrow (Dodds 2007, 
Zahra 2011), and offer not much help for understanding spatial differences in protected area 
tourism. However, adapting concepts from political economy and political geography offer 
good means to supplement these somewhat-lacking conceptualisations, and already the modern 
concepts shift discussion on tourism governance towards the fields of political geography and 
political economy, as they try to get a grasp of the processes of fragmented governance, 
territorial power and regulation (e.g. Hazbun 2004, Albrecht 2011, Mosedale 2011, 2014 & 
2015). Employing political economy and political geography brings together the processes 
fragmenting tourism governance and helps to separate the impacts of international-, national-, 
regional and local-level policies on tourism development at the grass roots.  
2.2.4. Political economy and geography in modern tourism governance 
Governance and management are always used to advance certain interests. Political structures, 
policymaking processes and group relations differ spatially and over time in accordance to the 
prevailing social relations (Lowi 1964), which create special characteristics for each tourism 
destination such as the protected areas under scrutiny. While global tourism development 
increases possibilities for economic gains and wider socio-economic development steps, more 
stakeholders become interested in tourism destinations and try to direct tourism development 
into direction that best suits their interests. Such processes inevitably pluralise tourism 
destinations’ policy landscapes (Hazbun 2004, Dredge & Jamal 2010) and create need for more 




Political economy acknowledges complex institutional arrangements of governance and offers 
theories for analysing location-dependent phenomena touching issues related to markets, states 
and local communities (Woodley 1993: 145, Albrecht 2011, Bramwell & Lane 2011, Jänis 
2011, Mosedale 2011) – all being represented within the research context. Not only public 
policies govern and shape tourism spaces, hence they shall be treated more as partial than the 
only executors of territorial governance (Bramwell 2011: 461). Political geography’s 
theorizations of de- and re-territorialisations help to scrutinize the fragmentation of policy 
landscapes (Hazbun 2004, Mosedale 2014).  
The concept of de-territorialization portrays how increased mobility of people, capital and 
information erodes the meaning of place. All such globalisation-like processes decrease the 
significance of borders universally, undermining the representation of democratic institutions 
governing the domains, and weakening governments’ capacity to regulate economic activities 
and defend public goods (Tuathail 2000: 139, Paasi 1998 & 2002, Hazbun 2004: 331, Rodrik 
2012). However, increases in location-dependent economic activities can also enhance the 
meaning of locations and create new borders, which refer to processes of re-territorialization 
(Hazbun 2004, Vollaard 2009, Mosedale 2014). 
Re-territorialization covers dynamics and situations, where location-dependent economic 
activity such as tourism creates new institutional boundaries, and/or increases the power and 
regulatory influence of state, local institution, individual landowner or whichever actor that is 
capable of exerting any kind of control over territorial assets. Establishing protected areas 
fragmentize policy landscapes and create new institutional domains, because land entitlements 
– no matter how they are obtained – grant rights to impose territorial regulations or set up new 
jurisdictions (e.g. Ashley et al. 2000, Brockington 2004, Spenceley & Goodwin 2007). The 
creation of protected areas has resulted in the construction of liminal regulatory spaces that are 
non-formal but autonomous (West et al. 2006: 260).  
Borders create territories representing balances of socio-political power, which makes 
interactions within and between them fundamentally contested (Paasi 2002: 8). Processes of re-
territorialization offer firm grasps of territorial power, because new institutional areas – such as 
protected areas – have clear borders that define, who can manage within them (Vollaard 2009: 
698). In ever-increasing degrees, tourism enterprises or other interest groups establish protected 




fragmenting the socio-political landscape and governance of a given area (Nepal 1997, Paasi 
2002, West et al. 2006).  
Therefore, the protected areas’ local managements can be regarded as state-like institutions, 
which possess substantial regulatory power and strongly influence the construction of protected 
areas’ regulatory frameworks. Protected areas’ managements objectives must be acknowledged 
while analysing their governance, and the socio-economic impacts stemming both from their 
unique protection regulations, and from operations within their territories (Hall & Jenkins 1995: 
19, Milne & Ateljevic 2001: 357, Mosedale & Albrecht 2011). Policies implemented and 
territorial power exerted in a given administrative area impact tourism development within its 
borders – hypothetically within unformal jurisdictions such as protected areas as well.  
2.3. Regulating protected areas and tourism development 
Local regulations are needed for facilitating sustainable development of tourism within 
protected areas, and for turning local opinions in favour of the conservation and tourism 
undertakings (Nepal 1997: 124, West et al. 2006, Spenceley & Goodwin 2007, Eagles 2009, 
Jamal & Stronza 2009: 172). The parties shaping tourism destinations’ regulatory frameworks 
include multiple stakeholders in different geographical scales – from national governments to 
local land owners (Sindiga 1999, Shah and Gupta 2000, Dredge & Jamal 2010: 560, Zahra 
2011). All institutions capable of governing impose local according to their interests and 
objectives. Therefore, the regulatory frameworks determining the spatial preconditions for 
tourism development tend to be spatially unique (Beaumont & Dredge 2010, Bramwell 2011, 
Bramwell & Lane 2011) especially in the context of protected areas, which have been 
purposefully established to serve different purposes. 
Protected areas as representative entities of disproportionate power equation – where certain 
objectives are favored over others – are often focal points of local unrest or discontent (Hough 
1988, Plummer & Fennell 2009: 151). In practise, the territorial norms such as protection 
regulations fundamentally advance certain interests over others, and in protected area contexts, 
the norms always constraint human actions within the given territory. Until the 1980s, 
protectionist approaches were dominant in protected areas’ governance; all human activities 
were simply forbidden, and the local inhabitants’ traditional ways of living became even 
criminalized (Songorwa 1999). Such approaches did no good for the wildlife or for the people, 
as they moreover created new local conflicts related to conservation than solved them (e.g. 
Songorwa 1999). The modern conservation ideals state that locals must see conservation as a 




conservational outcomes in the long-term (e.g. Nepal 1997, Songorwa 1999). Since the 
structural turn of the 1980s, locals’ participation and involvement has been regarded as a 
solution to frankly all negative outcomes and adverse developments associated with protected 
area tourism – but still, locals’ interests are not always looked after amidst a mass of clashing 
interests (Infield 1988: 21-22, Mbaiwa 2005: 144, West et al. 2006).  
Local managements have a crucial role in reconciling the diverse interests associated with 
protected areas. This task becomes even more emphasized, as population growth often increases 
the pressure to refrain from conservation, while the number and cover of protected areas are 
still increasing (IUCN 2017). The protected areas’ local managements have a leading role in 
establishing and maintaining a system of co-operation between tourism, conservation and 
locals’ acceptance – and designing sound regulations via responsive planning is their best mean 
to succeed (Nepal 1997: 124, Eagles 2009, Jamal & Stronza 2009). 
2.3.1. Local managements 
The case-study areas are being protected for different reasons, and the protected areas’ 
regulatory frameworks shall be regarded as compromises between different interests (Infield 
1988). Protected areas’ local managements are far responsible for looking after conservation, 
facilitating tourism and allowing reasonable access to the protected resources – while advancing 
their own interests and the territory-specific management objectives in the meantime (Infield 
1988: 45, West et al. 2006). The local managements first-handedly determine how accessible 
the areas are for locals, and how easily tourism entrepreneurs can utilize their pull-factors. As 
the objectives and interests of protected area management are always case- and context-specific 
(Plummer & Fennell 2009: 149-150), the areas’ regulatory constructions’ must be 
acknowledged and scrutinized case-specifically.  
Likewise all institutional arrangements of governance, the case-study areas’ managements 
select regulatory instruments to achieve their objectives, but their capacity to achieve them 
varies according to their resources, know-how and degree of self-determination (Ayuso 2007, 
Eagles 2009, Jamal & Stronza 2009, Hall 2011b). These frameworks influence protected areas’ 
operational preconditions for tourism operations, meaning tourism businesses’ capability and 
ease of operations – which are bonded to their ability to generate socio-economic benefits such 
as livelihoods. 
Which interest group the land owner represents, and what are the management objectives of a 




administration has for its operations. The financing arrangements create some of the arguably 
most distinct differences between protected areas’ local regulations and influence tourism 
stakeholders’ and third parties’ ability to utilize the territories (Buckley 2003, McCool et al. 
2007, Eagles 2009, Plummer & Fennel 2009). Protected areas’ managements can yield income 
from three broad categories: societal taxes, user fees and donations (Eagles 2008, 2009). The 
first one is directly possible for state institutions, the second is collected by almost all protected 
area managements excluding some state-owned areas, and the last one could hypothetically be 
gained in all protected areas, although private-owned conservancies are less likely to get large-
scale donations than National Parks or community-owned conservancies (Eagles 2008, 2009).  
Tourism is not primary interest for Kenya’s National Parks, and public-funding decreases their 
need to finance the conservation undertakings by tourism revenues. In such a setting, the 
National Parks’ managements can prioritize conservation over tourism, if the two confront. 
Non-publicly funded protected areas such as LUMO and Sarova share the fundamental need to 
self-finance the conservation efforts’ operational costs. Self-financing drives the managements 
into different kinds of commercial ventures, mainly into tourism (Buckley 2003, Plummer & 
Fennel 2009); it requires commercial ventures within the area and a good flow of tourists, 
making private- and community-owned areas more associated with profit- than conservation-
oriented objectives (Dharmaratne et al. 2000, Plummer & Fennell 2009). As will be more 
profoundly scrutinized in the case-study areas’ following introductions: Tsavo National Parks 
lean on tourism as supplementary source of financing, whereas tourism profits are a primary 
goal for Sarova. Regarding the primary “use” of the territories, LUMO posits in the middle of 
the so-called conservation-commodification -nexus; profits for its shareholders and financing 
for community projects are high on its agenda, but it sticks to tourism also as a mean to 
guarantee the community’s lands’ sustainable well-being in the long-term.  
The unique management objectives of individual protected areas do not fully explain what kind 
of regulations are in place within the respective territories. Although environmental well-being 
would be the primary objective for community-owned protected areas, their managements 
might be forced to lean on commercial efforts and allow other human activities within their 
protected territories. Sustainable integration of tourism into protected areas and their local 
surroundings is not easy (McCool et al. 2007), but as mentioned above, local managements 
must be able to define the balance between conservation, commodification and other interests 




acceptability and reduce local conflicts related to them (Infield 1988, Dharmaratne et al. 2000: 
590–591, Jamal & Stronza 2009).  
Generalisation between protected areas’ land-ownership arrangements, management objectives 
and regulations have been made (e.g. Eagles 2009), but they are not straightforward nor 
universal. The land-ownership arrangements of the case-study areas, their management 
objectives, and associated regulations form a thoroughly intertwined wholeness, where one 
does not determine the other. Moreover, the landowner defines the management objectives for 
a given protected area, which furthermore manifests as regulations well adapted to suit their 
purpose. Therefore, differences in the case-study areas’ regulations must be reflected in prior 
to their management objectives instead of their ownership-arrangements; both states and private 
persons might as well set up protected areas for either conservation purposes or pursuing profits 
from tourism. The following chapters introducing the geographical context of this study 
(chapters 3.4.1.–3.4.3.) elaborate, how the landownership hypothetically reflects in the local 
regulations of the case-study areas.  
2.3.2. Integrated framework for analysing tourism governance  
This research aims to point out socially constructed regulatory and administrative factors that 
generate local-level spatial differences in tourism development and in its socio-economic 
impacts. An individually designed governance framework is used for pulling together the theory 
of governance, to facilitate comparisons between the case-study areas’ regulatory differences, 
and to make it easier to reflect the findings of this research to the theoretical background.  
The hierarchy-based framework has long been the dominant model for analysing tourism 
governance, and it refers to governance as enforcement of rules and norms, in a system where 
hierarchical structure does matter (e.g. Hall & Lew 2009, Hall 2011b: 446). The hierarchy-
based frameworks roughly suggest that “higher layers of governance” – namely international 
policies and all public institutions – set the regulatory frameworks and preconditions for tourism 
development. The primary means of executing tourism policies are laws, regulations and 
international agreements. If tourism does not deliver the expected outcomes despite planning 
and governance, the studies grounded on the hierarchy-based framework have generally blamed 
bad implementation of the public policies (Hall 2011b). The lowest executing level of public 
policies is also illustrated as the “lowest” governing level, suggesting that no informal 
institutions or interest groups are capable of controlling or regulating tourism. However, by 




be used for analysing tourism spaces’ local-level governance arrangements that has been urged 
by recent tourism governance analyses (e.g. Bramwell & Lane 2011, Farmaki 2015).  
The research leans on the conceptualizations of the hierarchy-based framework of tourism 
governance – with a couple of amendments; the “higher layers” of the hierarchy-based tourism 
governance framework do impact tourism development, but they only set the wide legislative 
and regulatory norms. Hypothetically, the local managements and land owners of protected 
areas can act as state-like institutions, governing and regulating human actions such as tourism 
within their territories according to their own interests and management objectives, by 
executing regulations impacting tourism development. Hence, the protected areas’ local 
managements represent the lowest level in the hierarchy-based system of institutional tourism 
governance. Comparing the protected areas’ local governing institutions’ regulatory power 
through hierarchy-based framework is feasible in Taita Taveta County, where the international 
phenomena have similar influence on tourism, and the case-study areas are liable to the same 
public laws and regulations.  
This research integrates the hierarchy-based governance framework with perspectives peculiar 
to network-based framework, which has been more commonly used in tourism governance 
analyses during the past decade (e.g. Hall 2011b). The studies based on network-based 
frameworks of governance better acknowledge the complexity of tourism planning processes 
and tourism governance, and illustrate, how different local interest groups participate to tourism 
planning and governance (Bramwell & Dredge 2010, Dredge & Jamal 2010, Hall 2011b). 
According to its name, the network-based tourism governance assumes that tourism governance 
of a given location emerge as a result of interactive interventions of all the stakeholders, who 
have capacity and interest to steer tourism development. Hence, the origins of the network-
based tourism governance analyses are close to the fundamental ideas of modern tourism 
governance perspective (e.g. Kooiman 1993) According to a governance typology drafted by 
Hall (2011b), the local policy networks influencing tourism governance can range from 
anything between strong sub-governments to vague coalitions, and in the context of this 







3. GEOGRAPHICAL CONTEXT  
3.1. Tourism in Kenya 
Throughout decades, Kenya has taken its chances to utilize tourism in a relatively un-regulated 
way (Sindiga 2000, KMEA 2012). Due to non-regulation and the comparative advantages 
Kenya possesses in wildlife and nature, tourism has maintained and even strengthened its 
position among Kenya’s top exchange earners next to coffee, tea and cut flowers (Sindiga 2000: 
142, WB 2015b). An insight into Kenya’s tourism statistics, policies, plans and strategies reveal 
the magnitude of the industry in general, and give a glimpse of the public regulation practiced.  
Considering its location in Sub-Saharan Africa (fig. 1), Kenya is relatively well served by 
frequent international flight connections, which are necessary for the whole industry to flourish. 
Apart from Nairobi and its business visitors, Kenya’s main tourism zones are located on the 
South-Eastern areas of the country to the proximity of Taita Taveta County. Mombasa is the 




tourism hub of the coast, and national parks across the southern border region pull in visitors 
and form a coherent nature tourism zone with national parks along Tanzania’s northern border. 
During the past few years, approximately 1.5 million international tourists have arrived Kenya 
annually, but the trend has been fluctuating mostly due to security threats (fig. 2). The first hit 
to Kenyan tourism was the US Embassy bombing in Nairobi in 1998, after which international 
tourism dropped again after the 9/11 attacks in the United States. In 2002 began a period that 
was remembered in Taita Taveta County as the heyday of tourism. The tourist numbers almost 
doubled between 2002 and 2008, before post-election violence in 2008 hit the industry hard. In 
2011, Al-Shabaab terrorism swept the coastal areas and after the Westgate attack in Nairobi in 
2014, numerous countries published travel advisories, which hampered Kenyan tourism. These 
advisories advising people not to travel to Kenya at all had been revoked shortly before the field 
research period in early 2016. Statistics of Kenya’s protected area tourism are not released 
annually, but in general the number of daily entrances sold for Kenya’s National Parks annually 
have been 25 % higher than the number of all tourist arrivals during the past 25 years. 
Approximately half of the National Parks’ visitors are non-residents (origin outside of East 
African Community), who pay the full entrance fees (KWS 2017). On average, people 
travelling to Kenya outside of the East African community spend on average 0,7 days in a 
National Park during their journey.  
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Tourism receipts have accumulated to almost two billion dollars per year that means about 4 % 
direct contribution to the GDP. In 2014, tourism offered direct employment to 250 000 
Kenyans, and in-directly to almost as many, resulting in total employment of 500 000 jobs 
(WTTC 2015, WB DataBank 2016). Apart from the years 2008–2009 of global recession, 
Kenya’s economy has recorded annual growth numbers of 5–7 %. The share of foreign tourism 
receipts has remained steadily at slightly below 20 % of Kenya’s overall exports, even though 
security issues have significantly constrained the growth (WB 2015a). Kenya’s overall 
economic growth is projected to even accelerate, which is probably going to stimulate the 
economic environment in general (WB 2015a, WTTC 2015). A 10-year vision forecasts that 
by 2024, tourism receipts and tourism-related foreign investments would grow by over 60 %. 
Despite the growth, the importance of tourism is decreasing in diversifying economy; the 
tourism investments’ share of total FDI’s is expected to drop to about 7 %, and tourism 
expenditure as a share of total exports to 12 % (WTTC 2015). However, the local impact of 
tourism is still likely to grow especially on rural areas possessing competitive edge in protected 
area tourism (WTTC 2015). 
Despite of its down-turns, the significance of tourism has not at least decreased in Kenya’s 
national development strategies and road-maps. Tourism has the most visible place in the 
government’s flagship project ‘Vision 2030’, which works as an umbrella for all other 
development strategies taking place. The project aims at creating a globally competitive and 
prosperous nation with high quality of life by 2030. The Vision is divided into three pillars, and 
tourism is placed on top of the economy-pillar, which includes the priority sectors of Kenyan 
economy providing nearly half of the country’s formal jobs (Vision 2030). The Vision is 
divided into 5-year mid-term plans, and the contemporary Kenya National Tourism Strategy 
2013–2018 is bound with these wider targets.  
The National Tourism Strategy well recognises the threats, challenges and opportunities facing 
Kenya’s tourism. The industry’s underperformance is underlined across tourism strategies; 
even though the industry has maintained an important role, it should be doing much better 
(KMEA 2012). The paper is not narrow-mindedly seeking for increased visitor numbers and 
receipts, but ways to harness the sector for stimulating overall development across the country. 
The NTS was drafted over several years, and before its commission the Kenya Tourism Act 
2011 was already put in place to ensure legal framework for its implication (KTA 2011, KMEA 
2012). It is obvious that the central governance put efforts on advancing tourism, but the field 




In the near future, prospects of Kenya’s tourism will be mostly dependent on the developments 
of political security, international and domestic transportation networks, and regional co-
operation in East Africa (AfDB 2014, UNWTO 2015d). Regional co-operation and related 
improvements in transportation infrastructure can be seen as a continuum originating from the 
first post-independence years of the early 1950s, which created the basis for Kenyan tourism 
(Sindiga 2000). Back then, regional co-operation with neighbouring countries proved to be a 
prerequisite for the early stages of Kenyan tourism (Sindiga 2000: 139), and its importance has 
not at least succumbed during the harsh periods the country is now going through.  
When analysing public tourism governance in Kenya through a hierarchy-based framework, it 
must be acknowledged that Kenya’s territory of 581 000 km2 is divided into 47 semi-
autonomous Counties such as Taita Taveta. In the Constituency reform of 2010, significant 
number of executive functions were devolved to the Counties, which then acquired a lot of 
power but also new responsibilities. The Counties are divided into constituencies, and in Taita 
Taveta there are four of them. Each constituency gets a representative to the County, which is 
the lowest executing level of public policies. 
3.2. Tourism in Taita Taveta County 
The research takes place in Taita Taveta County in Southern Kenya, where nature is the main 
pull-factor for tourism. The County is located in the southern pocket of Kenya, bordering 
Tanzania to the South (figure 3 on the next page). The County covers an area of 17 000 km2, 
and had a population of 285 000 in the last population census conducted in 2009. Tourism-wise, 
Taita Taveta County lies on the outskirts of East African nature tourism hotspot that is formed 
by conservation areas on both sides of the Kenya-Tanzania -border.  
All the County’s protected areas are externally very similar. The physical landscape is 
characterised by semi-arid savannahs, whose flora and fauna make them appear as stereotypes 
of African nature tourism destinations. For example, the Lonely Planet (2015) guidebook 
describes the Tsavo National Park as an undeniably wild destination, terrific for wildlife 
watching. The guidebook highlights Sarova’s dramatic landscape with all the plains’ wildlife. 
The community-owned sanctuary LUMO is described as an innovative conservancy with 
surprisingly varied wildlife. These similar descriptions recur time after time throughout various 
marketing materials, guidebooks and leaflets. On the other hand, huge distinctions would be 
impossible to exist, as the borders between the conservancies exist only on paper and Sarova 
and LUMO even have a mutual agreement about sharing their territories with each other. When 





1. The border of Tsavo West 
crosses bush lands, North-
Westward from Wundanyi 
(Antti Autio 2016).  
2. Electric fence separates 
Tsavo East from the 
outskirts of Voi town.  
3. The road marks the border 
between Sarova and LUMO.  
4. Overlooking Sarova from 
its Eastern end towards 
LUMO, Tsavo West and Mt. 
Kilimanjaro.  
5. Sarova’s southern border.  
6. Overlooking savannah 
landscape of LUMO 
southwards towards Tsavo 





































Taita Taveta County can still be defined as a semi-periphery of international tourism. Its tourism 
numbers remain relatively low, because the County’s tourism has been hit more severely by all 
kind of political violence than Kenyan tourism on average. The numbers have been sinking 
especially since the latest wave of Al-Shabaab terrorism that started in 2011, and only 74 000 
people visited the County’s main tourism destination Tsavo East in 2015 – a significant drop 
from 2011, when 271 000 visitors entered the park (Kenya National Bureau of Statistics 2016). 
Even though no exceptional acts of violence have occurred since the Westgate attack in 2014, 
and none of the terrorist acts have occurred in Taita Taveta County, foreign travel advisories 
have practically banned travels to Kenya from many of the Taita Taveta County’s main areas 
of origin such as the United Kingdom during the past couple of years.  
The National Tourism Strategy sets guidelines for tourism on nation-level, but it sets specific 
expectations for rural areas such as Taita Taveta County, where Kenya holds the strongest 
competitive advantages in the form of wildlife and protected areas (Zhang & Jensen 2007, WEF 
2015). Therefore, tourism has a major role also in the Taita Taveta County Integrated 
Development Plan 2013–2017, which is a regional part of the Vision 2030 project (TTCIDP 
2015). All Kenyan public bodies emphasize employment generation in their general tourism 
strategies, but the protected areas – where Kenya’s biggest tourism potential and competitive 
edge arguably is (e.g. WTTC 2015) – bind the country to conservational ideals, which often are 
in contrary to maximised tourism employment growth. A structural juxtaposition prevails 
between tourism growth and conservation purposes, and not only the public policies but also 
the protected areas’ local managements have crucial roles in binding these objectives 
sustainably together.  
The prospects for Taita Taveta County tourism are particularly positive, mainly due to 
improvements in the regional infrastructure. One of the most important traffic routes from 
North-Tanzanian industrial zones to the port of Mombasa crosses the County and is now being 
improved from a dirt road into a quality highway by Chinese companies. In addition, a new 
railway from Mombasa to Nairobi crossing the County has started its operation in mid-2017, 
and a new airport is set to start operations in Voi town. 
In the County’s Integrated Development Plan (TTCIDP 2015), tourism is recognised as one of 
the top industries of the County. To meet the targets of the national Vision 2030, the County 
Plan seeks diversified markets within 5–6 hours’ flight time to Kenya and new tourism products 




attractions (TTCIDP 2015). By the time of commissioning the plan, there were 61 hotels in the 
County, out of which only 21 met international standards. The County’s total bed capacity of 
hotels getting bookings from overseas was estimated at 2 555 (TTCIDP 2015), out of which 28 










3.3. The case-study areas 
Although labelled as protected areas, the case-study areas are yet very different from each other. 
Public regulations and legislation leave regulatory space for the local administrations to use for 
designing regulatory frameworks best advancing their management objectives and conservation 
missions. Protected areas’ local managements are hypothetically strong determinants for the 
territories’ suitability for tourism operations and for the socio-economic impacts their 
conservation generates.  
3.3.1. State-owned protected areas - Tsavo National Parks 
Kenyan National Parks are established primarily for 
environmental conservation, but the managements 
permit also commercial tourism ventures within their 
protected territories. The state-owned Tsavo National 
Parks, divided to separate yet neighbouring Tsavo East 
and West, were founded under the colonial rule in 1948. 
Still nowadays, they are the biggest National Parks in 
Kenya, occupying over 60 % of Taita Taveta County’s 
territory. They were established by law to conserve the 
natural bio-diversity on the area, and because of this, unnecessary human actions are strictly 
forbidden (KWS 2016). Only the state’s institution Kenya Wildlife Service (KWS) can manage 
operations and regulate human activities within the parks’ borders (Tsavo NP 2015). By the 
time of the interviews, only the Southern half of Tsavo East (the part in TTC) was accessible 
for tourists due to ongoing anti-poaching and other security operations on the Northern side. 
In general, state-owned protected areas have been blamed for domineering attitudes that fuel 
local conflicts (e.g. Eagles 2009, Kelboro & Stellmacher 2015). Arguably the model of public 
financing turns the areas’ managements more unresponsive and authoritarian (Eagles 2009: 
239). If the managements better acknowledged local livelihoods and land use patterns, state-
owned protected areas could have much greater contributions to local socio-economic 
development (Kelboro and Stellmacher 2015).  
Despite its environment-oriented management objective, the KWS has also been forced to allow 
certain acts against the ideals of environmentalism in the County – such as fencing and tourism 
activities – due to human-wildlife conflicts and growing tourism demand. During the heyday 
of Kenya’s protected area tourism in 2002–2007, the areas became to resemble tourism 
destinations in ever-increasing degree. In the beginning of 2016, a total number of 13 hotels, 





lodges and camps were operating inside the parks, with almost as many right at the borders of 
them. In the peak-month of the latest recorded year, August 2015, 14 828 visitors entered the 
Eastern part. Four years earlier, in August 2011, the monthly visitor number was 358 % higher 
with 53 111 visitors (Kenya National Bureau of Statistics 2016). The main tourism earnings are 
compiled of gate entry fees and of the annual lease and bed-night fees that hotels must pay to 
the KWS. Because of their size, numerous entrances and 
national park status, the parks attract a lot more visitors than 
any other conservancy in South-Eastern Kenya.  
As government agency runs the parks and focuses primarily 
on conservation, they are more strictly governed in terms of 
access and tourism operations than the other case-study 
areas. All operations require permits from the government, 
and they have more conditionalities than the ones in private- 
or community-owned areas (Expert interview 2016a & 2016b). The border control is strict due 
to security reasons and poaching. Being a national park, the day fee of $ 80 per international 
visitor is a lot higher than in other conservancies, and due to tourism stakeholders’ demands, it 
was dropped to $ 65 in March 2016, right after the fieldwork period.   
 
Figure 7 Visitor numbers of Tsavo East illustrate the harsh fluctuations in tourism to Taita Taveta 





























Visitor numbers and tourism receipts of Tsavo East National Park 2004–2015
Visitors (non-residents) Visitors (residents) Receipts USD
Figure 6. Voi Wildlife Lodge – a 








The visitor numbers are available for Tsavo East only, but they work as a good indicator of 
protected area tourism performance in Taita Taveta County (fig. 7). However, the interviews 
revealed that Tsavo East is particularly dependent on day-trippers from the coast, which has 
been hit especially hard by the Al-Shabaab terrorism. Therefore, the numbers are not directly 
adaptable to other conservancies, but still work as the best estimation available. 
The KWS is a national-level organ getting its authorizations from the national government, 
which collects all tourism revenues, forming a back-bone of KWS funding (KWS 2016). 
According to law, the central government owns all the wildlife, and crimes against it have been 
even more strictly punished since ratifying the new Wildlife Conservation and Management 
Pact in 2014. Hence, the central government was seen as responsible for reimbursing the losses 
caused by the wildlife especially during droughts. Kenyan National Parks are established solely 
for biodiversity conservation. KWS and the National Parks are focal points for Kenya’s 
participation to numerous international environmental agreements, such as the Convention on 
Biological Diversity and the United Nations Convention to Combat Desertification. Such 
agreements bind the National Parks into global environmental actions, and also bind the 
national parks’ local managements’ hands more, when it comes to alternative utilization of the 
protected areas.  
3.3.2. Community-owned protected area - LUMO  
Between Sarova and Tsavo West spreads LUMO, a community owned and operated wildlife 
sanctuary compounded of three ranches with approximately 5 000 local stakeholders, all 
owning their own pieces of the land. After its recent territory cut, the protected area spreads 
over an area of 19 500 hectares. According to the official written mission of the project, LUMO 
was established to benefit the community via tourism revenues and tourism employment, while 
taking good care of the environment at the same time (LUMO 2015). The area is officially 
being managed by a 10-body board composed by three representatives from each ranch and an 
annually elected chairman. Even though the land is owned by the ranches’ stakeholders, all 
tourism infrastructure – including also the accommodation facilities – are owned by the LUMO 
organisation, which is also obliged to govern the territories reserved for LUMO and handle the 
assets in a way that best advances the original purposes of the initiative, i.e. community 
development. The projects’ fundamental idea is to operate and finance the conservancy with 
the gate entry fees, lease fees and bed-night fees, out of which the surplus could be shared to 




Taitan people, and the management hires only local people – in accordance to their objective 
of driving local community development. 
LUMO resembles a typical community-based nature tourism project, where locals have set up 
a conservancy in their own initiative to advance the communities’ own developmental goals 
and well-being. Although being relatively new phenomenon, conserving community lands is a 
rapidly developing approach undergoing an extensive experimentation in Sub-Saharan Africa 
(Borrini-Feyerabend et al. 2007, Eagles 2009: 242). Usually communities establish own 
conservancies to maintain hold of their resources without becoming alienated from it via 
tourism orchestrated by outsiders. Alternatively, local communities or ranchers just want to add 
tourism to their land use mix in hope for bigger profits (Reed 1997, Songorwa 1999, Buckley 
2003, Eagles 2009). Increasing local communities’ involvement in tourism planning has been 
suggested as a mean to incorporate their interests into the territorial regulations controlling 
tourism development (e.g. Ashley & Goodwin 2000, Ashley et al. 2006, Nepal 2007 Scheyvens 
2011). Thereby, it could be assumed that the community-owned and operated LUMO would 
produce the best developmental outcomes for its shareholders and the surrounding community. 
According to Songorwa (1999), local communities also are likely to operate tourism socially 
and environmentally more sustainably than other “types” of landowners, because they 
appreciate the natural environment more than profit-oriented outsiders. 
Community-owned protected areas are more responsive to surrounding people and to tourism 
stakeholders, but their managements tend to be generally weaker and less-effective than state- 
and private-led managements. As a result, they sometimes struggle to meet the high 
expectations set for nature tourism (Eagles 2009). Community-based and other local 
managements often lack capabilities, power, resources and know-how to advance their own 
interests amidst development steered by public authorities and economic forces (Scheyvens 
2002: 9, Dredge 2006, Albrecht 2011: 192-193, Scheyvens 2011). Although meeting the set 
expectations is more difficult for community-owned conservancies, the processes of re-
territorialization offer possibilities to manage natural resources and regulate tourism 
development within their own territories and improve the communities’ socio-economic well-




In LUMO’s context, the conservancy owns a lodge 
and a campsite, which are the only accommodation 
facilities inside the conservancy. The facilities are 
leased to a private entrepreneur, who orchestrates 
most of the conservancy’s actual tourism operations. 
The accommodation and tourism services are 
arranged by private entrepreneurs, who handle their 
own businesses and employ people according to their 
needs. The gate entry and bed-night fees collected 
from the LUMO area are directed to the LUMO management, which annually divides a share 
to its stakeholders and to various community development projects. The financing of LUMO 
fully leans on tourism, but during the years of its initial development and over the prevailing 
tourism downturn, LUMO has been supported by development funds, mostly from USAID and 
AWF (Expert interview 2016a). Because LUMO is the youngest conservancy in the County 
and it has only gone through harsh periods since its opening, an insight into the project’s short 
history is necessary for understanding the contemporary situation. 
The original idea to set aside 45 000 hectares of 
land for wildlife conservation popped up in 1992, 
when the KWS launched a Cobra-initiative that 
aimed at empowering communities to benefit 
from wildlife conservation in Kenya’s rural 
regions. Local ranchers were wishing for better 
profits from their lands, and saw the initiative as 
a tempting mean to increase their earnings 
through Kenya’s rocketing tourism development 
of that time (Expert interview 2016a). First, all three ranches Lualenyi, Mramba and Oza 
wanted to set up all own conservancies, and applied for development funding for their projects.  
KWS saw the initiative as a good proposal, as it represented many of the attributes the Cobra-
initiative wished from the prospect conservation initiatives. Because the project was ultimately 
aiming at improving social development through environment conservation, KWS promised 5 
million shillings for the initial development. According to a regional expert (2016a), that 5 
million was never handed out, which halted all funding for LUMO. Afterwards, a KWS officer 
introduced the project to the European Union’s development delegation. EU’s representatives 
Figure 8. Lion’s Bluff lodge in LUMO. 




saw LUMO as a great initiative for the same reasons as KWS did earlier, especially because 
tourism was still having its heyday in Kenya. However, EU refused to fund the ranches to 
compete against each other, why the ranches came together and LUMO in its current form was 
registered in 2000. A 14-million-shilling funding agreement including numerous performance 
conditions was signed with the EU in 2001. EU funding was enough to build infrastructure and 
fence the area for most parts, but when LUMO seemed to be ready to start, no money was left. 
Numerous donators such as USAID and African Wildlife Foundation were in the forefront to 
raise about 30 million shillings more over the following years to keep the project alive (ibid). 
In 2007, LUMO started to run tourism operations on its own, but it all collapsed due to nation-
wide post-election violence in 2008.  
The nationwide problems in Kenyan tourism have hit LUMO hard since 2008. In addition, the 
conservancy has faced numerous internal disputes, changes in the lodge management, and 
apparently odd deals made between the management and previous hotel operators (Expert 
interview 2016a & 2016d). LUMO’s visitor numbers are – and have been – generally much 
lower than the ones recorded in Sarova and Tsavo National Parks, which creates a vicious self-
sustaining loop. The conservancy was founded to bring better turnover for the shareholders than 
they earned from grazing. Despite LUMO’s relatively big area, it has hardly generated any 
profits for the shareholders, which stirs up internal conflicts of interests. This makes practicing 
tourism even more difficult. During the years 2015–2016, the disputes concerning the area’s 
utilization escalated. As a compromise, the protected land area of LUMO was cut from 45 000 
to 19 500 hectares to enable more profitable types of land use. Despite the reduction, a new 
problem arose, when some herders brought thousands of cows inside the protected area. By the 
time of the fieldwork, the herding had led into disputes between tourism operators and the 
management, and to complaints from tourists. Illegal herding was being seen as the biggest 
threat for the whole LUMO project in the beginning of 2016.  
Some criticism has argued that the fundamental reasons for the existence of nature tourism areas 
in the global south is not the locals’ desire for them, but too often they rather represent 
international agencies pursue for conservation due to its symbolic and aesthetic values – which 
may differ from the locals’ wishes and values (Akama 1995, Jänis 2011: 65). However, already 
the existence of LUMO proves that in favourable time and place, locals may wish to pursue 
nature conservation and tourism in their own lands. Hence, it is interesting to compare attitudes 





3.3.3. Private-owned protected area - Sarova 
Sarova – officially named Taita Hills Wildlife Sanctuary – is a privately-owned conservancy 
area of 11 330 hectares. The area has served as a private wildlife conservancy since the 1990s. 
After serving as a hunting range for some years in the 1980s, Hilton International bought the 
territory and adjusted it to serve as a pure nature tourism destination.  
Reflecting to the literature, it represents the 
opposite to Tsavos and to LUMO in many ways. 
As typical to all private conservancies, profits are 
the primary reason for the land owners’ tourism 
endeavour. The objective does not only influence 
all the operations and regulations within the 
protected area, but it presumably affects also the 
protected area’s interactions with external parties 
such as local communities. Sarova’s territorial 
strategy for running the conservancy is clearer and narrower than the ones of Tsavo and LUMO 
as it only focuses on maximising tourism revenues, and therefore its management is also able 
to utilize the area the way that is the best for commercial tourism operations. Nowadays, an 
international tourism conglomerate – the Pullman group – has full entitlements to the land, and 
it has leased a permission for hotel operations exclusively for Sarova Hotels –chain, where the 
popular name Sarova stems from. The lease-arrangements grant practically free hands for the 
local hotel manager to utilize the land the way he sees best, while the Pullman group holds 
rights for commercial safari services.  
Physically, Sarova is a small and well-kept area 
with good road connections and environment 
surprisingly lush in the middle of semi-arid 
savannah. Likewise the community lands of 
LUMO, Sarova spreads around the now-improving 
Voi-Arusha traffic route, which’ bad condition has 
constrained tourism development in the past. New 
road is expected to increase tourism numbers in the near future, as travel times from the most 
popular tourism routes drop to a fraction from what they used to be. 
Private-owned protected areas like Sarova are stereotypically interested in profits and possess 
good resources and business know-how helping to achieve their goals (Eagles 2009). Also 
Figure 11. Cottages in Sarova. 




private areas are interested in environment’s well-being, because their businesses are based on 
it (ibid), but the conservation can be more short-sighted than elsewhere. Examples from Sarova 
and elsewhere show, how private managements’ actions might be in real contrary to 
conservation’s ideals, when they try to increase the attractiveness of their areas. For example, 
elsewhere in Sub-Saharan Africa, trophy hunting is a noteworthy source of income for private 
sanctuaries. Furthermore – by its profit-oriented management objectives and private ownership 
– Sarova represents a tourism area established and managed by externals solely for profit 
making.  
Decisions regarding tourism operations can be done by the companies at the site. The Sarova 
headquarters is located in Nairobi, where some of the decisions must be verified. Being private-
owned and therefore on its “own land”, Sarova hotels are free from annual lease fees and bed 
night fees that must be paid to the managements in the National Park and in LUMO. As the 
main intention for practicing tourism is to create profits, the development aspects are mostly 
realised through employment, other economy-stimulating effects and corporate social 
responsibility –programs. Sarova could be conceptualised as a classic tourism enclave, where 
tourism operations on a given area are owned and orchestrated internally by one or two 
companies. 
4. METHODOLOGY 
This research follows the line in contemporary tourism research aiming to elaborate social 
processes and reveal somewhat hidden information. Structuralism posits close to positivism in 
a way that they both strive for explaining phenomena (Häkli 1999). However, positivism sticks 
to explanations resulting from measurable regularities not possible to find from most of 
dynamic societal processes, whereas structuralism assumes that phenomena cannot be 
explained solely by analysing their visible occurrences (Häkli 1999). To analyse and compare 
the occurrences, outcomes and spatial development of human-led actions such as tourism, it is 
necessary to dig deep into the ‘hidden’ reasons fundamentally cached into the structural origins 
of a given phenomenon (Häkli 1999: 99-102). The grasp aligns strongly with the structural 
discourse in societal studies and especially in tourism governance research, as it aims at 
pointing out the structural mechanisms (=governance on a given territory) controlling and 
dictating human actions and behaviour of individual agents. 
Since its emergence, structural geography has mainly scrutinized socially constructed spaces 




possesses critical characteristics, which are natural for a study analysing the divisions of power 
that manifest as spatial governance arrangements on different land areas (Shaw et al. 2010). 
Second, structuralism stems from realism, which assumes that societal phenomena exist 
regardless of the human consciousness of them (Häkli 1999: 100). The subjects involved in the 
study operate under a societally constructed structure – the regulatory framework of a protected 
area – without necessarily recognising the existence of it themselves. The subjects 
hypothetically possess information and experiences reflecting the existence of such structures, 
and this information can be used to objectively analyse and compare the protected areas. Due 
to these settings, the research methods are primarily qualitative by nature.  
The qualitative approach was chosen to this research, because the material using different 
sources and mainly putting together individuals’ experiences could not have been gathered by 
solely quantitative methods. The literature forming the bases for the actual research consists of 
a wide set of research literature and political documents. The non-scientific part of the literature 
was analysed with special carefulness, because political documents and practically all non-
scientific texts are often drafted for certain purposes (Yanow 2003).  
4.1. Research methods on the field 
The 6 weeks’ field trip took place from February to March in 2016. The purpose of the field 
trip was to gather the primary data set by conducting interviews, observing the environment 
and gathering statistics. The literature-body was mainly supplemented by various kinds of 
interviews, which can be categorised as primary sources of information. Observation and 
statistics served as sources of supplementary data. The methods are primarily qualitative, but 
the questionnaires included a couple of quantitative questions as well. The quantitative methods 
work extremely well in complementing the qualitative answers by drawing a wider picture of 
the studied subject in quite an easy way (Silverman 2005, Hirsjärvi & Hurme 2009: 30-31), to 
which I can easily agree on. The principal purpose of the quantitative questions was to provide 
background information of the informants and to work as a mean of triangulation; to supply 
additional and comparable data for statements the informants gave along the interviews. 
Interviews, mainly semi-structured ones, create the main data for the analyses. Qualitative 
interviewing fits perfectly to the research setting, as it assumes that the perspectives of others 
are meaningful and knowable. Qualitative interviewing teases out the deeper meanings of the 
provided information, as it makes the participants more active agents than mere passive subjects 
of a research (Cloke et al. 2004: 127, Silverman 2006: 112). In the interview setting, the 




picking them from a group of ready-made options. Such a setting fits well to the epistemological 
background of modern tourism governance and to the research setting, where both expected 
and surprising views are to be expected. 
4.1.1. Semi-structured interviews 
Talking to people has been an ancient form of gathering geographical data even before it was 
defined and characterized as a method called interviewing (Davis: 1954, cited in Cloke et al. 
2004: 124), and for long systematic questioning has been regarded as a necessary tool for 
understanding social and economic systems of a given place (Hutchings 1949, cited in Cloke et 
al. 2004: 125). The main group of interviewees shall be selected from groups likely to have the 
desired knowledge, experiences or positioning for answering the research questions concerning 
a social phenomenon under scrutiny, and who are likely to divulge the knowledge to the 
interviewer (Cloke et al. 2004: 156). In this case, the interviewees were the tourism employees, 
employers and local key informants from the case-study areas and regional experts on tourism 
and social development across Taita Taveta County.  
According to the hypothesis, protected area’s local regulations influence the protected area 
tourism development and its contributions to the socio-economic development of the 
destination areas, in prior via livelihood changes and employment generation. The 
questionnaires (annexes 1–3) yielded background information and scrutinized employment in 
individual tourism enterprises, in individual protected areas and in the field of tourism in 
general. The tourism employees were invited from different duties; on each case-study area, the 
employees represented personnel needed for hotels’ and lodges’ every-day duties, such as house 
keepers, front desk personnel, bar men, HR-persons, unit managers and maintenance 
professionals. Also employees who gained income from the areas, but were not working 
directly for the hotels or lodges were looked for; hence, two park rangers were also interviewed. 
Although the duties of unit managers, rangers and house keepers are very different, combining 
their experiences offer more holistic view on tourism employment the protected areas generate. 
All the tourism employers were hotel or lodge managers, and all the entrepreneurs involved in 
this research represented private companies. 
Most of the area-specific key informants represented the local managements of the protected 
areas, and the rest were individuals, who were – or had been – active on the case-study areas 
and possessed general knowledge concerning the development, socio-ecological impacts and 
history of protected area tourism in the County. In addition, 11 expert interviews were 




placing the analyses of local tourism to a wider context. Employees, hotel managers and at least 
one key informant from each area were interviewed with the same forms (annexes 1–3), 
whereas other expert interviews were individually designed.  
The original target was to interview 7–10 employees on each of the case-study areas, 
accompanied by at least 2 hotel managers and 2 key informants (table 2). The hypothetical 
setting presumed that the hotel managers – who represent the employers – possess good 
understanding about their respective areas’ suitability for tourism operations, which is 
hypothetically different between the case-study areas due to socially constructed reasons such 
as regulations in place. Employee interviews are to provide comparable data about protected 
area tourism development on the case-study areas and especially individual experiences about 
the livelihoods tourism generated. Analysing tourism entrepreneurs’ operational preconditions 
parallel to employees’ experiences hypothetically provide a mean to simultaneously compare 
different protected areas socially constructed preconditions for tourism development and its 
socio-economic impacts – which is focal for answering the research questions. 
Table 1. Territory-specific interviews (N) 
 Employees Managers Key informants Total 
LUMO 8 2 2 12 
Sarova 9 1 1 11 
Tsavo 9* 4* 3 16 
* including one external informant next to the National Park's border 
 
Not-so-permanent forms of tourism services often form a significant share of direct tourism 
employment in the global south (e.g. Scheyvens 2011), but the exclusiveness of the protected 
areas and low tourist numbers did not offer great opportunities for creative income generation 
in Taita Taveta County. Therefore, individual tourism entrepreneurs outside of hotels and 
protected areas were not interviewed, but their role and operations within and near the case-
study areas were included in the questionnaires as well.  
Gaining access to the identity groups and organizations was not time-consuming, as the Taita 
Taveta Research Station, where I was based during the field work, has good reputation and 
contacts on the area. Contacting the ‘gatekeepers’ who are in an official position to handle 
inquiries about an organization or area is often a necessary step for reaching the desired 




managements to facilitate access to the areas and to let them know about the purposes of the 
study. 
Targeting a vast array of people is a good mean of cross-checking, which proved itself very 
useful during the fieldwork, as the interviewees gave opposite views on certain issues. Cross-
checking also reduced the possibility of analytical biases: because there is just one permanent 
tourism entrepreneur/investor in both Sarova and LUMO, the information available from these 
very areas left little room for alternative opinions. However, all the informants were 
surprisingly well aware of tourism operations across the County, which offered a great tool for 
triangulation. The informants eagerly and actively compared their respective areas with the 
others and the views that for example employees in LUMO had about Sarova, were similar to 
what Sarova’s own employees had. A couple of the employees had also been working on at 
least two of the case-study areas, which enabled individual-level comparison of the questions 
in matter. 
The fieldwork schedule allowed time for expanding the selection, if the material from initial 
interviews would not have reached the saturation point. For example, the employees and 
managers from Tsavo East often mentioned how it would be different to work and operate 
tourism business just outside of the park’s borders. Therefore, a lodge right at the border of the 
park was included to the research revealing to be very fruitful for saturating the data.  
Snowballing was utilized especially after the first weeks of interviewing to contact the persons, 
who may have deeper knowledge or contrast opinions on certain issues. Snowballing turned out 
to be very efficient, as no one who I asked for an interview refused from it. The initially 
interviewed public officials often directed me to their colleagues who were supposed to have 
additional knowledge about the matters in question. Through snowballing, the initial and 
planned expert interviews led to higher number of expert interviews than was anticipated 
beforehand (n=11) with public officials across the County administration, NGO representatives 
and other experts on regional tourism. Also the questionnaires were intentionally left open to 
facilitate posing follow-up questions throughout the interviews. This shredded light on states 
of affairs, which seemed to be in controversy with previous answers and enabled deeper 
scrutiny on issues and experiences not anticipated beforehand. Due to the close proximity of 
the case study areas and well-established contacts, it was easy to conduct additional interviews 





Observation was conducted to an extent, which was possible during the given 6 weeks’ time on 
the field. Therefore, observation remained on a basic level; it was only conducted from the role 
of the researcher. The ultimate meaning for observation was to deepen my own understanding 
about the physical and cultural contexts of the case-study areas, and to see how tourism 
operations were conducted and how busy the areas were. Most of the observation happened on 
its own while going through the areas between the interviews; afterwards it was documented in 
a research diary and in photographs. The observation has some limitations, as it is always 
selective and can elicit tacit knowledge (Silverman 2006, Jänis 2011: 55-56). Hence, it was 
initially treated as an additional method. However, the added value the observation brought in 
cannot be underestimated, as conducting the research would have been considerably more 
difficult without the time spent on the field.  
4.2. Data analysis  
Qualitative material is always diverse and complex, which both enables and requires multiple 
approaches to its analysis (Bazeley 2013). The necessary step of categorisation and following 
analysis must be conducted in a systematic way to reduce the degree of interpretation, which is 
always present when handling qualitative material (Silverman 2006, Bazeley 2013: 274). The 
wholeness of qualitative research structures consists of pieces and fractions of information, 
which answer the posed question when systemically connected (Bazeley 2013). When done 
correctly, qualitative data analyses provide new perspectives into the issues under scrutiny, and 
results in new understandings about their characteristics and interrelations (Bazeley 2013: 3–
6).  
The data analysis began by transcribing the interviews and by organising the electronically 
gathered tourism statistics into more readable and comparable forms. Transcribing the 
interviews was completed during, and immediately after the fieldwork, when the narratives and 
issues were fresh in mind. Where it was relevant, the informants’ background info was attached 
to the materials and reflected accordingly during the data analysis. In parallel to the transcribing 
process, notes were taken on separate sheets that eased the following coding and categorisation. 
Once transcribed, the answers were sorted by the case-study areas and question-by-question to 
ease the following processing of the data. Both coding and analysis processes were divided into 
two parts.  
Certain themes and categories started to emerge while transcribing the interviews, but the actual 




hypothetical claims from the material and reflected the transcribed interviews into those. The 
hypothetical claims were coloured and coded. Phrases or just single words were coloured green, 
if they supported a hypothetical claim, by red if they were against, and by yellow, if they 
commented the hypothetical claim or were otherwise noteworthy without taking any clear 
stance on the issue. Then, the coloured parts were categorised under each hypothetical claim 
and grouped by each case-study area. The key for analytical process is to perceive the linkages 
and causalities before and after breaking the initially very wide themes into smaller units of 
discussion (Bazeley 2013: 15), and getting engaged with the data maximises the chances to 
success in the following phases of data-analysis (Forman & Damschroder 2008: 46). Using the 
hypothetical claims facilitated these processes and were of great help for initiating the following 
coding.  
The data analysis was carried out through a qualitative content analysis, but it was initiated 
through methods more familiar to thematic analysis. Instead of labelling the material from the 
very beginning, I started with the thematised hypothetical claims, and continued by coding and 
categorising the material very openly, which – together with utilizing the hypothetical claims – 
are patterns more familiar to thematic than to qualitative content analysis. The coding process 
began by relatively open coding and by labelling recurrent themes and notions, which were 
associated with the research questions. After several times of going back and forth through the 
transcriptions, the recurrent codes clustered and interlinked around certain themes, which were 
used as the main themes. Thematic analysis has sometimes been treated as an alternative to 
coding, but growing consensus states that the development of themes requires coding the data 
beforehand (Bazeley 2013: 191). I agree to this procedure, as initial coding helped to create 
themes discussing directly with the research questions and depicting the data. Coding is a 
cyclical process, which must be conducted purposefully to manage, locate, sort and identify the 
data (Bazeley 2013: 125–126). Proceeding from wider themes into small describable – and 









The main themes derived from initially coded tourism employees’ interviews were: 
a) area-specific assets and constraints for tourism operations 
b) local governance and management 
c) relationship between protected area tourism and conservation 
d) quality of tourism livelihoods 
e) public governments 
f) community development 
The main themes derived from initially coded tourism employers’ and key informants’ 
interviews were: 
a) trends of tourism 
b) local governance and management 
c) public governments  
d) area-specific assets and constraints for tourism operations 
e) area-specific assets and constraints for generating livelihoods 
f) relationship between protected area tourism and conservation 
After the main themes were established, the analysis was continued by qualitative content 
analysis (QCA). Thematic analysis could work as a method on its own (Bazeley 2013), but for 
getting the most objective and profound results from the material, it was accompanied by 
qualitative content analysis. While thematic analyses helped to initially sort, qualify, and 
interiorize the material, qualitative content analysis proved its advantages in quantifying the 
recurrent themes and pinpointing different meanings associated with the topics (Bazeley 2013, 
Forman & Damschroder 2008).  
The codes used in QCA can be topical, descriptive, and analytical (Baxeley 2013). Dividing the 
codes into the three categories helped to conduct the analysis with a special carefulness required 
when analysing both surprising and expected data, which includes different meanings given to 
the same topics. On different case-study areas, the interviewees gave different meanings to the 
same topics, which – without using the analytical codes as well – might had caused troubles in 
data interpretation. Altogether, qualitative content analysis was of great help for scrutinizing 
and comparing all territory-specific attributes relating to protected area tourism, livelihoods and 
generally to all the local socio-economic impacts of protection regulations. While going through 
the material repeatedly, new codes emerged and some were clustered, creating new topics under 




emerge. Hence, I found the method very suitable for the context of this research and for 
analysing semi-structured interviews in general. 
The different code categories used in QCA helped to pinpoint territory-specific reasons for the 
experienced differences in protected area tourism development and in its socio-economic 
outcomes. QCA illustrated how many of the experiences and themes relate to both protected 
area tourism and conservation, and to spatial regulations, which were characteristic for just one 
of the case-study areas. The descriptive codes were especially useful for territorial comparison, 
as they for example helped to illustrate how and why the experiences of tourism employment 
were similar within individual case-study areas but different between them. First and foremost, 
QCA helped to compare how the territorial attributes raised up and used for territorial 
comparison were connected to the socially constructed regulatory frameworks, which affected 
the every-day tourism operations within the case-study areas.  
Despite the relatively heave work-load, qualitative content analysis verified the benefits 
associated with the use of the method (e.g. Forman & Damschroder 2008, Bazeley 2013); when 
done correctly and systematically, qualitative content analysis discusses directly with the 
research questions and combines the data to the theoretical platform. As the theoretical 
framework was rather diverse and partly individually designed for the purposes of this research, 
the seamless discussion with the theory made the continuum to the discussion very 
straightforward. Altogether, the data analyses were conducted hand-in-hand with writing the 
results. The coding was done in text-processing programs and excel, but also by traditional 
paper-and-pen techniques. 
4.3. Issues of objectivity and research ethics 
Methodological and analytical triangulation were used throughout the analyses and writing 
process, as they increase the validity and accountability of the research by decreasing the 
probability of anecdotalism (Silverman 2005: 210–211, Jänis 2011: 60). Multiple types and 
sources of data were used to form the bases for traditional triangulation, which aims at reducing 
inappropriate certainty (Robson 2013). By using just one method or just one source, false 
assumptions that fit the theory could have been made. Therefore, both ways of the traditional 
method triangulation were utilized; the same methods were used in different places (=the case 
study areas), and different methods were used in the same places (Hirsjärvi & Hurme 2003: 39–
40). Views and opinions were obtained from as many relevant sources as possible, which led 




Due to the research context touching political matters, a couple of issues had to be considered 
throughout the research process. This research references to political documents and to data 
gathered by institutions with political stances. In addition, numerous interviewees had political 
affiliations, which likely affected their answers. Data produced under any political influence is 
probably more in danger of being affected by errors and evasions than others, because official 
information is always collected for some purpose that can have political values embedded 
(Yanow 2003, Cloke et al. 2004: 60). Hence, more attention had to be put on the interpretation 
and construction of these sources than on their mere written word. 
Being a structural research, attention had to be put on the ’structure-agency problem’. Even 
though the research setting hypothesizes that individuals possess information about prevailing 
and possibly hidden structures, the very structures shall not be emphasized too much (Cloke et 
al. 2004). For example, various variables interrelate with individual’s employment; identifying 
causalities and making conclusions – for example about the interrelations between local 
regulations and territorial tourism employment – had to be done with carefulness. 
Informed consent is an essential part of any research in qualitative human geography. All the 
respondents and other participants were informed about the purpose of this research. 
Participation included a possibility to withdraw from the study at any moment, when also 
acquired information would not have been used. The participants’ privacy and anonymity have 
been guaranteed through the whole process. In practice, most of the interviews were conducted 
individually and in privacy, although they still took place at the premises of the tourism 
establishments during the employees’ working hours.  
The relatively short field work period might have caused a ‘flip in-flip out –problem’. As I 
visited the study areas to gather sufficient data to answer the research questions, it might have 
caused a feeling of intrusion or even exploitation, especially when some topics such as income 
tend to be personal. However, the aims of this study were completely open and explained to the 
participants, and the research objectives clear personal interests from the research context. The 
execution of this research and publication of the results shall not cause any harm to any 








The first part of this chapter presents data about the current trends of tourism, both regionally 
and within the case-study areas. Nation- and region-wide trends are presented first, as they were 
continuously referred to while analysing individual protected areas’ tourism performance, and 
for example the tourism employment outcomes. Next, the construction of the protected case-
study areas’ regulatory frameworks is presented in a bottom-up manner; the chapter 5.2 begins 
by scrutinising the unique regulations of each territory. It will reveal, how tourism stakeholders 
emphasized the regulatory power, responsibilities and capabilities of the protected areas’ local 
managements, and how they experienced operating within protected areas established to serve 
different objectives. The chapter 5.3. presents tourism stakeholders’ views regarding the 
impacts of County- and national-level tourism policies on the development and prospects of 
protected area tourism in Kenya and in Taita Taveta County. The case-study areas’ identified 
contributions to local socio-economic development are presented afterwards. Together, the 
results form an interrelated wholeness, which will be more profoundly examined in the 
following discussion.  
5.1. Territorial tourism trends  
As presumed prior to the fieldwork, tourism was not doing well in Taita Taveta County’s 
protected areas at the time of the interviews, mostly due to Kenya’s nation-wide tourism 
downturn. As all the concervation projects in Taita Taveta County leaned on tourism one way 
or the other, the tourism decline mainly deteriorated the local managements’ capacity to reach 
their respective management objectives. Reasons named for the national-level tourism 
downturn were numerous, and they were perceived similarly across the case-study areas. 
Terrorism had become the biggest contemporary problem, whereas political instability 
including post-election violence was considered as the biggest threat, because next national 
elections were to be held in August 2018. Post-election violence halted basically all 
international tourism to Kenya in 2008, and in 2014 the al-Shabaab attacks to Mombasa and 
Nairobi again flunctuated the whole business, which has not recovered since. The consequences 
were felt all across Kenya, but the coastal areas around Mombasa had suffered the most, which 
in Taita Taveta County reflected especially to Tsavo East due to its high volume of day-trippers 
from coastal resorts.  
Security issues were by far seen as the biggest hindrances for protected area tourism 
development in the County by all the informants. Feelings of insecurity were regarded as the 




associated security issues happening anywhere in Africa to the whole continent; negative media 
coverage on Africa has directly reflected to the booking percentages of hotels and lodges in the 
case-study areas. Recently, a significant peak in cancellations was witnessed during the ebola 
outbreak in Western Africa in 2015. At the time the interviews were conducted, the informants 
started to feel generally optimistic about the future, but patching up the industry’s damaged 
reputation in Kenya will take long.  
The consequences of the nation-wide tourism downturn affected tourism differently between 
the areas – mostly due to unique management objectives, actions and inactions of the areas’ 
local administrations – which on their own part contributed to great differences in the case-
study areas’ tourism numbers (fig. 13). Views and experiences concerning the management 
objectives and local tourism governance of the case-study areas will be provided in the 
following chapter, but while looking at the numbers, it is important to acknowledge that Sarova 
and LUMO were in prior tourism destinations, whereas conserving the bio-diversity was the 
ultimate goal for the Tsavo Parks. Altogether, the preparedness to face external shocks in 
tourism was associated with the local regulations in place, and it was one of the most often 
mentioned factors differencing the case-study areas from each other. 
Figure 12. Comparison on territorial tourist flows on a 2-month period. 
* = Numbers only from the accommodations in the area in Jan–Feb 2016. Day-trippers are almost 
iiiiiinon-existent. 
** = Numbers only from the accommodations in the area in Jan–Feb 2016. Also day-trippers, but        
iiiiimnot in significant numbers. 




Although the statistical numbers in the figure 12 are not directly comparable, they provide a 
great overall picture of tourism numbers on each of the case-study areas, and understanding 
about the trends of tourism were supplemented during the interviews.  
Sarova was regarded as the only protected area in Taita Taveta County to sufficiently redeem 
its tourism potential, and as the only site capable of maintaining good tourist flow also during 
the downturn. In total 4 447 overnight stays were recorded in Sarova accommodations in 
January-February 2016. LUMO was far from meeting its tourism objectives, as its arrival 
numbers were much lower than the land-owners had expected from the area, and basically 
equivalent to the ones the area’s only lodge Lion’s Bluff could attract, as day-trippers were 
almost unexistent. In LUMO, tourism has not yet peaked since the inauguration of the 
conservancy and the arrival numbes have been significantly higher only during the short period 
between the inauguration in 2007 and post-election violence in 2008, making it difficult to 
estimate the impact of the prevailing tourism downturn to the visitor numbers. 612 overnight 
stays were recorded in LUMO’s accommodations in January–February 2016. Tourism within 
the Tsavo National Parks had been hit really bad by the security threats; 13 461 day-passes were 
sold to Tsavo East in January–February 2015. The National Parks’ visitor numbers were close 
to the lowest ones recorded in a decade, and only half of the visitors were non-residents, who 
paid the full entrance of $80 per day and were more likely to spend nights inside the areas. The 
National Parks’ statistics were available for the Eastern part only, but it attracts approximately 
twice as many visitors as the Western part (KWS 2017).  
The statistics are divided into residents and non-residents only in the National Parks. In Sarova, 
everyone pays the same entrance, and in LUMO, discounted entrance has been granted only for 
a small fraction of visitors, but exact statistics about their number was not reachable. The daily 
entrance fees ranged from $30 in Sarova and LUMO to $80 in the National Parks, whereas 
accommodations’ price-range was surprisingly even between the areas.  
From economic angle, prolonged down-turns in tourism were not regarded disastrous for the 
prospects of protected area tourism development in the long-term. Lowering prices on land and 
properties made tourism investments more tempting, if other preconditions for territorial 





“Sometimes they invest more when it’s economically low, because it’s cheaper. From 
strategic investors, long-term, we still get interest. People who have been long in the 
business, they still see benefits, like Sarova did earlier in Taita Hills.” 
-Key informant, responsible for negotiating contracts with tourism investors 
However, investment interests arised only, if the territory’s environmental standards and other 
preconditions for protected area tourism development were maintained also during the 
downturns when the tourist numbers and revenues decreased. Tourism is a fluctuating business, 
and the interviewees oftern reminded that in the contemporary situation the local managements 
were the most responsible for providing stable long-term preconditions for tourism 
development, and in provoking prospect tourism entrepreneurs’ interest towards the protected 
territories. Offering good package deals for tour operators and carrying out extra marketing 
towards the investors were means often suggested. If no extra measures were taken and tourism 
numbers plunged, the park maintenance and environmental conservation were in risk of being 
neglected especially on areas, which managements leaned on tourism revenues. 
Low tourist flows did not jeopardize the research setting, but moreover, they added an 
interesting twist to it. The national-level tourism downturn deteriorated tourism development 
in all the case-study areas, but did not provide explanations for the territorial differences in 
tourist numbers and in the socio-economic outcomes of protected area tourism. Instead, 
territorial differences in tourism development and in its socio-economic impacts were primarily 
associated with the socially constructed regulatory differences to be scrutinized in the following 
chapters.  
Due to low tourist numbers, the informants also focused more on the differences between the 
protected areas’ suitability for tourism operations, whereas differences in the socio-economic 
impacts of protected area tourism gained less attention. In addition, the informants did not bring 
up many of the negative side-effects from tourism development, partly due to low tourist 
numbers. The key experts brought up, how higher tourism numbers could generate a local 
parallel economy around expensive imported products and tourism services – or generate other 
negative side-effects – but only if the tourist numbers were significantly higher. 
5.2. Constructing the protected areas’ regulatory frameworks 
Although the international and national security issues hindered Kenya’s general attractiveness 
and acted as push-factors directing tourist flows elsewhere, the “upper layers” of the hierarchy-




County. The international megatrends of East African tourism and the governing institutions 
on the County and national-levels were not as supportive as they could have been, but they also 
did not generate such constraints, which would completely halt tourism to Taita Taveta County. 
But, the individual protected areas appeared as rather exclusive and well-definable jurisdictions, 
whose area-specific territorial regulations and their implementation into practice vigorously 
impacted tourism development within their respective territories. 
5.2.1. Local managements 
Reasons for the spatial differences in absolute tourism numbers were mostly associated with 
the local regulations implemented by the local managements of the case-study areas. They were 
especially associated with the taken policy measures of the local managements, which reflected 
the areas’ unique management objectives the landowners had set. When Taita Taveta County’s 
protected areas were established, different practices of land acquisition or jointly founded co-
operatives offered firm grasps of territorial power for the area-specific managements to look 
after the land-owners’ interests and objectives. Such dynamics granted regulatory capacity to 
the protected areas’ local managements, all of which have therefore been able to implement 
regulations according to their interests and objectives – and support or regulate tourism 
development within their respective territories. Such socially constructed spatial differences in 
the protected areas’ local regulations were continuously associated with the identified territorial 
differences in tourism numbers and in the socio-economic outcomes of both tourism 
development and conservation.   
5.2.1.1. Management objectives and associated regulations 
First and foremost, the data emphasized how all human actions within protected areas – their 
approvance and ease – are dependent on the respective area’s regulatory frameworks, which 
are strongly influenced by the local administrative bodies governing the areas according to their 
management objectives. Most of the perceived differences in the operational preconditions of 
tourism businesses and in the socio-economic impacts that protected area tourism, or the mere 
protection regulations generated, were similar inside individual case-study areas, but different 
between them. Whereas people perceived the physical environments to be “more or less the 
same”, each and every interviewee brought up regulatory differences between the areas.  
By their regulatory structures and local governance arrangements, the conservation-oriented 
National Parks appeared as the most difficult environment for tourism operations, followed by 
LUMO. Objectives of maximal profits and effective management of the Sarova sanctuary were 




maintain relatively high arrival numbers.  The identified territorial assets and constraints for 
tourism development, and the area-specific views on the conditions of generated tourism 
employment are gathered to annex-tables (annexes 4-6), and referred to throughout the chapter.  
The influence of the local administration and the impact of the area-specific management 
objectives on utilizing protected areas for tourism purposes were most often commented in the 
Tsavo National Parks – and dominantly in negative light. Environment’s well-being was well 
looked after in the state-owned National Parks, but tourism stakeholders regarded the 
conservation-oriented territorial rules as too inflexible for facilitating tourism operations. The 
entrance fees were high in order to control the tourism carrying capacity of the territory, the 
amount of bureaucracy was greater than in other areas, and in general the regulations controlled 
all human activities more into detail and more exhaustively than in other case-study areas.  
Tourism stakeholders were frustrated for the National Park management’s reluctance to take 
actions, which would directly support tourism and generate more employment. Good security 
standards were the only positive attribute of Tsavo identified by tourism stakeholders, and the 
critique they expressed concerning the territory’s suitability for tourism were numerous 
(annexes 4–6). Hotel managers criticised the regulations such as high entrance fees limiting the 
tourism flows, the land-rent fees decreasing their bottom-line numbers, the operational 
restrictions that for example prevent safaris between sunset and sunrise, and the general lack of 
possibilities to take administrative measures that would support tourism. Although the KWS 
did co-operate with tourism stakeholders in ever-increasing degree, the National Parks’ primary 
focus on conservation was perceived as the greatest hindrance for running tourism enterprises 
and especially for dealing with the industry’s downturn, as creating package deals or modifying 
the entrance fees flexibly did not become into question. The employees’ opinions concerning 
tourism within the National Parks were generally pessimistic due to the low tourism numbers, 
which cannot be quickly increased by local administrative actions within an area focusing on 
protecting the natural bio-diversity from human influence.  
By its management objectives and territorial regulations, LUMO resembled a typical 
community-owned wildlife sanctuary. The management objectives and associated written 
regulations directly favoured local communities’ socio-economic well-being through profit 
sharing mechanisms and via rules supporting local employment and local procurement. For 
example, as local procurement as possible was required from the tourism entrepreneurs within 




communities was included in the land-lease contracts made with them. Benefits from tourism 
were shared to the area’s 5 000 landowners and to community projects. LUMO was considered 
as the only protected area that genuinely empowered and benefited communities due to its local 
regulations; the co-operative type of land-ownership was identified as a mean to empower local 
people and embed their interests into the regulatory framework under which tourism was 
expected to develop. Informants across the County admitted that the written mission of LUMO 
project could create an ideal territory for developing tourism in a socio-ecologically sustainable 
and economically profitable manner.  
Despite LUMO’s local regulations were supposed to facilitate tourism operations, the sanctuary 
was not considered suitable for running tourism operations. Based on a dominant approach, the 
area of LUMO did not attract tourists due to lacking support from the local management; the 
environment was not in ideal condition, the area was not marketed, people did not simply know 
about the existence of the LUMO sanctuary.  As there was only one lodge in LUMO, the 
entrepreneur had no possibilities to improve the tourism performance of the territory on his 
own, and calls of interest from new tourism investors were absent due to the minimal arrival 
numbers. Nevertheless, everyone admitted that the area has huge untapped potential for 
protected area tourism, as long as the environment’s well-being is looked after. Territorial 
regulations were not seen as problems for tourism development likewise in the Tsavo National 
Parks, but instead in LUMO, the lack of supporting tourism development in the first place was 
blamed for the problems experienced. The community involvement per se was partly seen in 
contrary to the ideals of commercial tourism development. The views from LUMO and expert 
informants strongly suggested that LUMO’s territorial management had concentrated too much 
on pleasing the wishes of the landowners and on distributing tourism benefits for the local 
community, whereas facilitating tourism development in the first place had been disregarded. 
Inefficiency of the community-led local administration and fragmented ownership base were 
seen as reasons for the local administrations’ perceived incapability to tackle problems facing 
tourism, and also as triggers for internal conflicts of interests and as great burdens for long-term 
tourism development. Due to these internal problems, informants across all the case-study areas 
were suspicious whether the project can contribute any socio-economic benefits to the 
community and stick to conservation of the lands. Based on a dominant argument, LUMO’s 
shareholders arguably assumed that tourists would eventually arrive after the area was 
protected, but the initial efforts to attract them and to facilitate tourism within the area were 




spurring tourism and benefiting local community, existed on paper only, mostly due to lacking 
implementation of the written rules. 
Only in the private-owned Sarova, the management objectives and associated regulations of the 
sanctuary were not considered as constraints for tourism development, but instead as the reasons 
for the territory’s good tourism turnover. Dominant opinion among tourism managers stated 
how a self-owned territory would provide an ideal environment for running commercial nature 
tourism operations. The interests of Sarova’s landowners and the objectives of the local 
management were fully supportive towards tourism, hence the area’s regulations were regarded 
as flexible, reactive and well-functioning from the perspectives of tourism employers and 
employees alike – creating an altogether good framework for facilitating high tourism numbers 
and running profitable and employment-generating tourism operations. The freedom of not 
being entitled to area-specific bureaucracy, land lease nor bed-night fees was continuously 
raised up as a great territory-specific assets. In addition, night safaris were allowed and travel 
packages were well designed between the landowner, local hotel managers and the safari tour 
companies. If tourism entrepreneurs faced any difficulties within Sarova, the local management 
responded immediately.  
Without an exception, the managers outside of Sarova were jealous to the private land-lease 
arrangements and degree of self-determination in terms of territorial tourism governance. They 
also pointed out how such a framework is achievable only in settings, where both the land owner 
and local administration are primarily interested in profits: 
If we were on a privately-owned land, on a lease, it would be so so much easier. We’d be 
dealing with a company and not a trust. You’d be dealing with relatively few people, and 
you could discuss with them. Dealing with a private owned – whether a company or a 
private person – would be a hell of a lot easier for a tourism business. You could treat it 
as a business. Here it is difficult to get a grasp of the real problems.” 
 -Lodge manager outside of Sarova 
“I’d rather be running in Sarova, because the decision-making process would be easier.” 
 -Lodge manager outside of Sarova  
Hotel managers in LUMO and Tsavo National Parks were liable to the rules without a 
possibility to amend them. As the manager of Sarova hotels was also able to exert power over 
their respective area and modify the local regulations, attractive business-to-business deals with 




continuous flow of tourists to the sanctuary also during low-seasons and other downturns.  
Partnering the Pullman-tours conglomerate operating the most safari services in Kenya was 
considered as a great asset for Sarova’s tourism turnover; “whenever one wants to go for a 
Safari in Kenya by Pullman, it is made sure that they stay at least a night in one of the two 
Sarova lodges”. Sarova as a big private hotel chain admittedly benefited from the resources and 
ready business-to-business linkages it had. Still, the administrative flexibility to modify 
territorial regulations independently was identified as the greatest territorial asset that operating 
not only on tourism-oriented protected area, but on privately-owned land, provides. 
Regarding Sarova’s management objectives and the use of the land within its territory, it must 
be noted that the area represented many characteristics associated with tourism enclaves, and 
its profit-oriented management goals were arguably easier to achieve than the ones of the state- 
and community-owned areas; Sarova’s tourism-oriented local regulations did facilitate good 
tourism turnover, but meanwhile, the local management had no need to reconcile different 
interests concerning alternative ways of land use. It did not mean the local management would 
not had cared about environment or taken extra measures to advance local socio-economic 
development – the management of such enclave-type protected areas was just not obliged to 
prioritise anything except tourism profits within its territory unlike the managements of the 
community-owned or conservation-oriented areas. The manager of Sarova also had 
community-development initiatives and a great share of the employees were locals due to the 
managers’ own decisions – not because the territorial rules insisted.  
In terms of management objectives and associated administrative measures, also the KWS 
managing the National Parks has made many compromises from their ideals; tourism was used 
as a mean to finance the conservation efforts and most of the park borders were fenced to 
mitigate the human-wildlife conflicts. However, most of the compromises the KWS had done 
at the expense of the nature were set to guarantee the protected areas existence and acceptance 
in the future. Fencing was done to protect the wildlife from poachers and traffic and poachers, 
and to minimize human-wildlife conflicts.  
The prevailing tourism downturn well enabled comparison on the local managements’ 
responsiveness towards tourism stakeholders and also their readiness and tendency to mitigate 
external shocks on tourism. As the most often raised example, the National Parks’ high entrance 
fees were seen as the biggest problem for tourism entrepreneurs, as tourists have become more 




the entrance fees sharply could offer quick increase in the arrival numbers and even generate 
more revenues for the KWS. The KWS officials underlined their need to carefully consider 
regulatory amendments and refrain from measures, which would sharply increase the parks’ 
visitor numbers and thus cause possible damages to the ecosystem. The KWS did not modify 
the National Parks’ rules and regulations according to tourism cycles, as did the managements 
of Sarova and LUMO, due to two often mentioned and interlinked reasons; first, tourism or 
related economic activities are not the main priority for the KWS. Secondly, tourism revenues 
only supplement the mainly-public financing of the KWS, which did not face such a need to 
facilitate tourism within their protected areas and was able to prioritise conservation.  
Financing arrangements available for the protected areas’ local administrations were also 
dependent on their respective management objectives; development- and environment oriented 
areas were likely to gain public support and foreign aid, whereas solely profit-oriented Sarova 
was the only fully self-funded sanctuary. Furthermore, the financing arrangements impacted 
the territorial preconditions for tourism development, as they partly determined whether a 
certain local management prioritized environment’s conservation or its commodification. The 
management objectives of both Sarova and LUMO – and the whole existence of these 
conservancies – were dependent on tourism revenues. Hence, their managements prioritised 
commercial tourism initiatives more than the KWS managing the National Parks. The 
managements of conservation-oriented and externally-funded National Parks were thoroughly 
characterized as more unresponsive towards tourism stakeholders and tourism stakeholders’ 
needs than the local managers of the more commercial areas. Both Sarova’s and LUMO’s 
tourism-oriented managements for example were ready to lower their entrance fees during the 
low-seasons and downturns.  
In addition, the long-term prospects for conservation and therefore for protected area tourism 
were arguably more fragile in self-funded protected areas. If tourism in Kenya would collapse 
totally, the managements of self-funded protected areas have no interests and basically no 
chance to stick to conservation, and the areas are likely harnessed for other means of land use 
than tourism in such scenario. In this regard, conservation objectives backed by an efficient 
local governance and external funding better supports the long-term outlooks of protected area 
tourism, as it guarantees preserving the traditional safari-destinations. 
In terms of territory-specific regulations, the operational freedoms of tourism entrepreneurs and 




comparison to being located outside of them. Additional regulations accompanied by tourism 
downturn made the areas outside of the protected areas more tempting for permanent tourism 
entrepreneurs, who fundamentally seek the best locations from economic point of view. For 
example, the recently built hotels utilizing the Tsavo National Parks were not inside the territory 
borders, but located nearby its gates. Also, some hotel managers inside Tsavo East considered 
a location outside, but right next to the park’s border to offer the most lucrative spot for hotels 
and lodges in the whole County due to absence of extra fees and regulations. Employees inside 
the biggest and regulatorily most-exclusive National Park continuously brought up, how 
working outside the fences would ease their personal life management, as they would be able 
to freely move around when not working. The data gathered from such location bordering the 
Tsavo East went along with such views; tourism entrepreneurs outside the protected areas are 
not liable for territorial obligations such as rental fees, but the entrepreneurs can still utilize the 
National Park the same way as operators inside its borders, and the guests have the same feeling 
of being on a safari. The establishments outside the protected areas are also entitled to public 
sewage and water systems, which saves a lot of money from hotel entrepreneurs. The 
accommodation prices were distinctly lower outside the parks, and the costs of visiting the parks 
were the same whether the guests stayed inside or outside. The employees outside of the park 
appraised the freedom of mobility that enables having side-businesses and maintaining their 
families. 
Altogether, tourism stakeholders were well able to recognize, which administrative institutions 
or regulations were to blame or praise for the perceived area-specific regulatory assets and 
constraints for tourism development. According to dominant opinion within LUMO and Tsavo 
with struggling tourism, facilitating protected area tourism development or improving its socio-
economic outcomes could be easiest and fastest done by amendments to the local rules and 
regulations set by the protected areas’ local managements. Where the prevailed territorial 
preconditions for tourism were difficult, individual entrepreneurs felt lack of strength to 
improve the performance of their businesses – and regulatory amendments and administrative 
support for tourism were urged for.  
5.2.1.2.  Identifying reasons for local level tourism policy failures 
Although labelled as protected areas, the case-study areas were extremely different by their 
management objectives, which directly influenced the territories’ regulatory suitability for 
commercial tourism operations and impacted the territorial tourism employment capacity. 




utilizing protected areas were not completely dependent on the respective areas’ regulations 
scrutinized in the previous chapter; they remained as empty words unless they were 
implemented by the protected areas’ local managements.  
The concept of policy failures has referred to occasions, where tourism planning and 
governance has failed to deliver the expected outcomes in a given location. Mismatches 
between the written territorial objectives and the real-life practices regarding the management 
of the protected area and tourism development within it were identified primarily in the 
community-owned but yet tourism-oriented LUMO. The most common reasoning given for 
such experiences was a weak implementation of the local regulations and the local 
administration’s general inefficiency in spurring tourism development. The administrative 
problems were associated with the lack of resources and with increasing pressure from the land-
owners, who had not yielded the expected benefits.  
The acceptance and existence of LUMO was based on its capability to generate profits to the 
land-owners and to advance community development, thus failure to reach these objectives 
turned the landowners against the project. Some of LUMO’s 5 000 shareholders insisted 
resorting to other ways of land use and such practices were already noticeable, which 
furthermore hampered territorial unanimity and LUMO’s management’s capability to facilitate 
tourism development. The disputes regarding the use of the territory had led to decreasing 
LUMO’s protected territory by almost 60 %, and also grazing took place inside the still-
protected part. The key informants and tourism managers regarded such phenomena as 
internally-created, unnecessary constraints for long-term tourism development, to which the 
territorial management objectives all leaned on. Without well-functioning tourism, the potential 
for community development could not be redeemed, the informants reminded. 
The illegal grazing taking place in LUMO 
was considered as a great threat for the 
project at the time of the fieldwork, because 
the cattle quickly degraded the pristine 
environment to which protected area tourism 
is based on (fig. 14). LUMO’s degrading 
environmental standards made tourism 
stakeholders both in LUMO and in Sarova 
(due to mutual land-sharing agreement) 





furious, as their businesses lean on environment, and tourists complained immediately, if they 
spotted only cows instead of the wildlife. The management of LUMO did strictly forbid grazing, 
but they arguably had no means and resources to tackle the problem. The situation not only 
constrained tourism operations at the time of the fieldwork, but also hampered the future 
prospects of LUMO project: tourism is a fundamentally fluctuating business, and occurrence 
of problems during low-seasons decreased attractiveness of LUMO from the viewpoint of 
potential tourism investors. Out of all the case-study areas, only LUMO’s possibility to run the 
sanctuary and keep their area protected also in the upcoming years was questioned by the local 
key informants. 
In terms of avoiding local disputes regarding the management of a protected territory, 
unanimous, effective and single-minded managements of Sarova and Tsavo were identified as 
the most crucial factors for the areas’ strong capability to pursue their management objectives 
– and to guarantee high tourism flows to Sarova. Although the objectives of LUMO’s 
management were admittedly more tourism-friendly than the one of the National Parks’, the 
hotel managers in Tsavo East rather operated in the National Park than in LUMO due its locally 
stable and well-documented regulations and predictable governance. An official from Taita 
Taveta’s County administration compared protected areas’ local managements’ regulatory 
capabilities and internal coherence: 
“The community here (LUMO stakeholders), cannot have as strong management as the 
privately owned Sarova. (In LUMO) any community member could pass in and say “this 
is my land”, but in Sarova you cannot trespass, it is private land. Tsavo is government 
land with so many restrictions, where they use the government authority … So the 
ownership affects the management. It also affects the general standards of the area. Like 
KWS and private owned areas have higher standards than community owned ones.”  
While analysing a protected area’s socially constructed suitability for tourism – or for any other 
purpose – issues concerning the effectivity of the local administrations and their capacities and 
responsibilities to manage the areas were addressed by vast majority of the informants. The data 
strongly suggested that having a single landowner prevents internal conflicts of interests within 
a protected area and a well-funded local management creates good grounds for implementing 
the regulations associated with the given management objectives. Whereas prioritising tourism 
is area-dependent, an effective local management should be reality on any protected area 




tourism faced problems in Sarova, its effective management acted immediately. If conservation 
faced troubles in KWS, its effective management also reacted instantly. Although LUMO is 
also – at least on paper – harnessed solely for tourism, its internal conflicts of interests and 
inactivity or ineffectiveness of its local management were identified as penetrating constraints 
for reaching the tourism and development objectives set for the project.  
According to the all the key informants, majority of the problems concerning tourism 
development in LUMO could be solved by the local administration managing the area, or by 
restructuring the local administration. Namely, privatizing the local administration was a 
suggestion given to LUMO. The community could still hold on to its land entitlements, but 
external management could arguably be more independent, single-minded and generally better 
able to arrange the territorial management in a way, which best and sustainably facilitates 
tourism. The administrative changes to help tourism development were even seen as necessary 
steps to keep the whole community tourism project alive, because other objectives of the project 
– community development and long-term conservation – were directly dependent on the 
expected tourism revenues. 
5.2.2. Public policies 
The previous chapter underlined, how tourism employers and employees regarded the protected 
areas’ local management objectives and their implementation through regulations as the 
strongest factors to direct the development and every-day operations of tourism within protected 
areas. However, the notions do not suggest that public policies’ influence should be 
underestimated – they just did not generate differences in tourism development between the 
case-study areas. This chapter will reveal, how direct public tourism policies and governmental 
tourism planning were experienced and reflected to the actual protected area tourism 
development in Taita Taveta County.  
The influence of public policies was primarily associated with the magnitude of tourism flows 
to Taita Taveta County and also with the livelihood changes conservation and tourism 
generates. While addressing public policies, the informants emphasized the societally cross-
cutting nature of tourism industry and stated that tourism is more influenced indirectly by public 
policymaking rather than being dictated by direct tourism policies. Instead of commenting the 
quality and effectivity of public tourism policies, the informants criticised its inexistence. Still, 
it is important to acknowledge the remarks presented below, especially because the traditional 
research on tourism governance has emphasised the significance of governments. This first part 




following sub-chapters will present the results gathered about County- and national-level 
policies separately. 
Public institutions influenced the preconditions for tourism development within their respective 
borders; state-level politics were seen responsible for tackling nation-wide issues, and County-
level policies for solving County-level constraints for tourism development. Most of the 
constraints for tourism development were either identified locally within individual case-study 
areas, or seen as results of international security issues such as terrorism and ebola. Therefore, 
the impact of the state- and County-level policies were less emphasized. The informants’ views 
on public policies did not differ much between the territories, and the unanimous views stated 
that the public support provided was not enough, and the taken measures did not match the 
desires of the tourism stakeholders.  
More than commenting the taken public tourism-related policy measures, the informants 
criticized the lack of them. Over 80 % of the informants thought protected area tourism is not 
sufficiently supported by public institutions. Amidst passive or non-desirable public policies, 
the informants emphasized the capability of the protected areas’ local managements to facilitate 
tourism, because tourism development did not draw enough “external support”. Especially the 
officials from the protected areas’ local administrations and individual hotel managers felt like 
they have to take responsibility over issues, which should be looked after by public institutions 
both in the fields of tourism and conservation. In this regard, tourism marketing, upgrading 
infrastructure, organizing education, and preventing the human-wildlife conflicts were the most 
commented topics across all the case-study areas. 
The discussions about tourism planning and regulation often turned into discussions about 
supporting the industry and sharing the responsibilities in facilitating tourism. Although 
different administrative institutions have different responsibilities, each one of them could for 
example carry out tourism marketing. How the responsibilities were shared were also seen as 
reasons for territorially different tourism turnovers; the public institutions did not adequately 
market tourism in Taita Taveta County, but it was on the shoulders of the protected areas’ local 
managements and individual employers. Only Sarova had sufficient marketing funds and 
resources, being the only individual area to carry out active marketing. If tourism marketing 
was done on regional level, differences in the territorial arrival numbers would have arguably 




The individual suggestions given for public policy measures were widely contradictory and 
often more ideological than concrete. Some demanded increased public regulation or renewing 
the existing clauses, whereas others urged for laissez-faire approach. Most of the tourism 
employees demanding policy amendments wanted to make tourism and conservation more 
locally beneficial and therefore publicly acceptable. They suggested replacing the national 
tourism-related taxes and fees by County-level ones, in a way that the total burden on tourism 
stakeholders would not increase. Based on the argument, shifting public operations from 
national level to the counties could improve the social acceptance of tourism as the revenues 
would stay in the destination region, and also enable the County government to better handle 
the local issues constraining tourism, as the problems were partly different in each county. The 
more local the administration would be, the more local people would consider tourism as “their 
project”, and the more they would support the symbiosis of tourism and conservation, tourism 
employees stated. However, such amendments following the principle of subsidiarity did not 
yield positive response as widely among the managers, because – according to them – it would 
only shift the bureaucratic layer from the national level to each of the Counties separately, 
creating more room for bad governmental practices such as corruption and nepotism.  
By referring to the employment tourism generates, the hotel managers unanimously wanted to 
ease their obligations to public institutions especially during prolonged downturns, such as bed 
levies they must pay per each guest. Based on their argument, tourism taxes, fees and levies – 
even small ones – directly hamper their capability to employ more people during times, when 
they struggle with negative bottom-line numbers. Some informants also added that if tourism 
taxes are still to be collected, the use of the funds should be explained openly to the public. At 
the time of the fieldwork, general anxiety prevailed among tourism stakeholders, as they felt 
that none of the fees they pay trickle back to the industry.  
The significance of recently adapted constitution was more prominent in the data than 
anticipated beforehand. The constitutional reform included the most profound devolution of 
central power in an African country, but the County governments’ new responsibilities were 
not yet totally understandable. Many issues such as environmental conservation and human-
wildlife conflicts occurred at the grass roots, but were looked after by the central government. 
According to general opinion, County-level policies are better able to facilitate protected area 
tourism only after the faults in the constitutional reforms had been fixed and all institutions 
knew their responsibilities – maybe after one or two parliamentary terms. It can be carefully 




framework for conservation and tourism than the national-level administration, because most 
of the issues public institutions should address were under the responsibility of County 
governments due to the new constitution. 
Dominant opinion among tourism managers and territorial key informants also stated that much 
of the potential to advance tourism by public support is untapped due to bad governance. 
Although the potential of public support was acknowledged, many informants – especially from 
the management level – reminded the following: “I don’t want to include any more policies to 
tourism business as necessary. If I’ll ask something from them, after a while they’ll be knocking 
my door asking to do this and do that – or to employ some of his relatives”. A significant number 
of employees shared the same concerns; tourism operations should stay as liberal and far from 
politics as possible, because political involvement brings no benefits but only more obligations. 
Differences between the protected areas’ ownerships were referred to in this occasion; the 
private sanctuary was considered as the easiest territory to operate, as it was seen more 
disconnected from political coordination than the community- and state-owned ones.  
5.2.2.1. County level  
While addressing County-level policies, protected area tourism stakeholders did not much 
comment existing regulations or policies, but named various actions, which should be quickly 
taken. Altogether, public policies did not cause great constraints for protected area tourism in 
the County, but their potential remained untapped. 
Marketing, offering tourism education and upgrading the County’s infrastructure were the 
issues most often demanded from the County government. Tourism stakeholders and the 
protected areas’ local officials especially demanded such actions, which would benefit tourism 
stakeholders equally across the County. Funds for County-level marketing and education would 
eventually leave more flexibility to the entrepreneurs educating staff at their premises and help 
territorial managements doing regional tourism marketing. Not surprisingly, entrepreneurs 
wished for more marketing funds, but they justified their demands by stating how all other 
Kenya’s tourism-dependent Counties market themselves much more than the government of 
Taita Taveta does. Based on observation, advertisements of Kenya’s other safari destinations 
such as Amboseli or Masai Mara were better visible in roadside-billboards than the County’s 
own destinations. 
Out of the identified constraints in redeeming the development potential of tourism, which the 




Table 2. Wishes and demands directed at policy makers on nation- and county-levels by case-study areas. 
often raised issue – and also the main reason for hiring employees from long distances. Local 
employees found it difficult to get even a low-level job without decent education. Tourism 
entrepreneurs’ fluctuating employment demands were not in line with the supply from the 
educational system especially within the region of Taita Taveta County. Increasing just the 
quantity of education possibilities was not seen as a holistic and sustainable solution, and the 
informants demanded more co-operation between the employers and public administrations in 
this matter; it is important to understand the phenomenon of tourism, but equally important is 
to have qualified people to maintenance, electric works and to any subject traditionally taught 
in vocational schools. While criticizing the education system, tourism stakeholders underlined 
how consulting tourism stakeholders could rationalize the quality of tourism planning and 
governance, on any given policy level.  
 
 
Despite some overlapping issues, a division between the demands aimed at national and county 
governments can be perceived; security, employment legislation, taxation and infrastructure 
were mostly seen as responsibilities of the central government in order to better facilitate 
protected area tourism, whereas the County government should organise better education 
possibilities and tackle environmental problems (table 3). It is noteworthy that none of the taken 





• Replace nation-level fees & taxes 
with County-level ones
• Upgrade infrastructure
• Lower the immigration and visa 
fees
• Marketing
• Improve employment legislation
• Fight al-Shabaab
• Marketing
• Lower taxes & catering levies etc 
• Take better care of the 
environment (also outside of NPs)
• Improve employment legislation
• Increase the quality of local 
education institutions
• Foster linkages between 
education centers & hotels
• Fight al-Shabaab
• Enhance security
• Lower park fees & turn them 
more local
• Lift the bed levies
• Foster linkages between 





• Establish more education on 
practical skills
• Address poaching & 
environmental problems
• Address human-wildlife conflicts
• Lift all new fees / levies
• International marketing
• Address the human-wildlife 
conflicts
• International marketing
• Offer more education on tourism





them. So far, the County government has educated local guides, fostered a network of 
homestays and organised events. Tourism stakeholders were aware of the efforts, but blamed 
them for triviality. 
5.2.2.2. National-level  
The informants unanimously thought that more than anything, tourism development in Taita 
Taveta County and the prospects of protected area tourism in Kenya are dependent on national 
security. Although Kenyan government has limited possibilities for fighting international 
terrorism or combating pandemics, they should put more efforts on tourism marketing and 
improving the image of Kenya as a secure destination. The most severe security issues 
hampering Kenyan tourism were linked to international turmoil, but the majority of the 
informants held national policies responsible for the bad reputation of the country’s security, 
which halted tourism flows and directed them to other African wildlife destinations. Nation-
wide policies supporting tourism indirectly were widely wished for; enhancing security, 
enhancing the image of security in Kenya, improving infrastructure, lifting visa fees, setting up 
transportation connections that better serve tourists’ needs and allocating more funds for the 
County governments were the most often stated wishes.  
Majority of the informants demanded the national government to allocate funds to the Counties 
for reimbursing the losses from human-wildlife conflicts, because protected area tourism and 
its prospects are partly dependent on the public acceptability of conservation. The socio-
economic losses from wildlife conflicts caused feelings of anger towards protected areas’ land-
owners who were making profits through the wildlife conservation, while local rural 
communities had to pay the expenses. The criticism was directed at the central government, 
which officially “owns” all Kenyan wildlife, but does not reimburse the losses it causes. At the 
time of the interviews, reimbursement mechanisms were under development and reports about 
wildlife-damages were already been collected by state officials, but no reimbursements had 
been paid by the time of the fieldwork. Especially during droughts when the animals try to seek 
water and vegetation, the situation inflames.  
Critiques towards nationwide employment-policies and labour legislation arose from the data. 
For example, the attitudes towards nationwide collective bargaining agreements (CBA) were 
neutral or negative across all the areas: ”I’m happy we don’t have any national agreement here, 
but we can agree directly with the employer”. Where implemented, the CBAs were not used 
only as norms for minimum conditions, but the employees were not paid anything above the 




caused problems especially during the downturns; the employers were able to recruit new 
personnel on cheaper trainee-contracts time-after-time, with no obligation to hire them after the 
trial. No such practices were mentioned in the establishments, where the interviews were 
conducted, but better nation-wide employment legislation was seen as a mean to help individual 
employees’ situation in tourism industry. 
5.2.3. International policies 
The international-level policies did not regulate protected area tourism within the case-study 
areas directly, but still impacted it. However, in addition to security threats, reflections on 
international policies were thin in the data. A couple of tourism employers brought up concrete 
connections between tourism in Taita Taveta County and international politics, such as the 
statement below: 
“Also tourism depends on the dollar and the money they [tourists] get from their own 
countries, so that they’ll have money to spend here. It depends on the superpowers, 
the dollar and the European countries.”  
-Lodge manager 
When commenting international politics’ influence on tourism in the County, frustration was 
widely expressed. Tourism stakeholders especially emphasized the bearing of travel advisories, 
and considered them to be extremely unjust. Western governments’ alignment to advice their 
citizens not to travel to more dangerous places such as Brussels in 2015, but to holt tourism to 
Kenya every time when something dangerous happened somewhere in East Africa, aroused 
astonishment among tourism stakeholders. Kenya’s tourism is certainly too dependent on 
limited areas of origin, and the impact of individual travel advisories escalated quickly. 
Diversifying the areas of origin was just included to the marketing efforts of many individual 
hotels, but they were hoping for more support from the national and regional administrations in 
this matter. 
5.3. Tourism employment and protection regulations’ local impacts on 
livelihoods 
Different management objectives of the case-study areas and their-landownership arrangements 
far determined, how the interviwees experienced individual protected areas’ holistic impacts on 
livelihoods: did the existence of protection regulations advance or constrain livelihood 
generation in the long term? Before scrutinizing the differences in employment generation 




concerning tourism, conservation and employment that were common within all of the areas. 
The following sub-chapters divulge more territory-specific employment outcomes and 
comparison between them. While addressing the decision-making processes through which 
protected area tourism employment could be advanced in the short-term, the informants 
regarded the roles of the protected areas’ local administrations and individual hotel managers 
to be more considerable than the impact of public institutions’ policy measures.  
5.3.1. County-level 
Officials from the County administration, hotel managers and key informants from the case-
study areas considered the biggest development potential of protected area tourism to be in local 
employment. Based on tourism employers’ and key informants’ estimations, tourism generated 
as many jobs indirectly as it did directly in Taita Taveta County. Most of the permanent tourism 
livelihoods were generated by accommodation services, followed by maintenance and security 
of the protected areas.  
Estimations of the locality of the employees (=born in TTC) scattered significantly, but 
unanimous opinion among the informants stated that the potential of local tourism employment 
generation is untapped, especially in terms of indirect employment. Procurement and 
transportation services were obtained outside of the County, because they were not available 
locally. Although local employment can be encouraged by regulations, the indirect employment 
should first be spurred by educating and instructing local producers and farmers about the needs 
of tourism industry; what kinds of agricultural products the hotels consume, what kind of 
transportation services tourists prefer. All the hotel managers would have welcomed locally 
supportive regulations such as the ones in place in LUMO, which require 80 % share for local 
employees and local procurement – if the products and services would have been provided 
locally. Although local farmers shall not lean their living on fluctuating tourism alone, the 
unused possibilities for indirect employment and for extra income were seen as lost 
opportunities to yield local benefits from tourism. 
In Taita Taveta County, the impacts on livelihoods generated by protection regulations per se 
were similar across all the case-study areas. It had namely and primarily prevented the 
possibilities to fulfill basic needs through hunting and gathering, which especially impacted the 
poor and indigent, and had stirred up discontent during droughts and years of crop failures. 
Despite such problems and the general ambience around tourism being rather pessimistic due 
to the downturn, tourism was still regarded as the generator of best-quality jobs in the County 




Tourism employment was identified as the key for preserving the protected areas despite the 
problems and constraints hampering the industry. Based on a dominant opinion, the protected 
territories of Taita Taveta County could not provide any more or any better long-term sources 
of livelihoods than tourism did, even though the territories would be harnessed for alternative 
land use. The alternatives available would have been mainly agriculture and ranching, whose 
prospects were not promising due to climatological changes and droughts. However, it must be 
kept in mind that most of the informants benefit from conservation, and their views on 
conservation and tourism employment probably differ from the ones of the local people who 
do not acquire any direct benefits from either of them. On the other hand, also the officials from 
the County’s administration appraised the quality of protected area tourism employment 
generated within TTC and were confident about the industry’s capacity to spread more socio-
economic benefits from the protected territories during the upcoming years and decades.  
As mentioned in the previous chapter, finding qualified personnel was one of the biggest 
employment-related struggles of the tourism employers. The manager of Sarova hotels did not 
see recruiting process as difficult as other hotel managers due to the assets Sarova hotels have 
as a well-known and well-established tourism company. The quality and reputation of Sarova 
hotels drag a lot of applications, which created a pool of well-skilled prospective workers. Such 
an employee pool was desired by all the managers, and it could be established to the County-
level with well-orchestrated coordination between education institutions and the employers. 
According to tourism employers, lack of competent employees existed, even though the 
quantity of jobs was low. They suggested that defining the schools’ intake figures and taught 
subjects would be easier, if the institutions providing tourism education inquired hotels about 
their forecasted employment needs. Many of the managers would eagerly participate to 
education processes, and use the students as official casual workforce by offering them for 
example paid internships, as they were struggling with finding competent workforce. 
Also the ethnic diversity of Kenya was occasionally brought up, while addressing tourism 
employment generation in Taita Taveta County. Cross-recruiting employees from different 
tribes was avoided in some establishments as it could have created tensions in the work 
environment. Some employees referred to tribal divisions by admitting being happier to work 
in places where they are personally “approved and appreciated”. For example, one employee 
stated: “I prefer this to Sarova. Here people are friendlier, we’re like brothers and sisters. In 
Sarova they have so many tribes”. The indirect employment generated by protected area tourism 




hardware from Kikujus, who deliver the best quality at the cheapest price. According to their 
view, the Indians and Kikujus benefited the most from tourism procurement, because they “own 
all the businesses on the area”.  
The views concerning tourism employment and alternatives for conservation as a mean of land-
use were tied to a certain time and place. While commenting the livelihood changes, the 
informants actively compared protected area tourism to alternative sources of livelihoods, 
which would have been imaginable at the time being. Although unanimity among the 
informants stated that none of the alternative sources of livelihoods would be as beneficial for 
local socio-economic development as tourism, apparently such attitudes can also quickly 
change. For example, the territories between Voi and Taveta have been isolated due to bad 
infrastructure, but the new mega-projects in local infrastructure and the highway built across 
the County were expected to turn the areas more lucrative for other industries and put pressure 
on conservation – especially if the downturn in tourism continues or the industry collapses 
totally. Already at the time of the interviews, the protected areas were subject to intensifying 
stress due to population growth, hence even more creative ways to commodify and utilize the 
case-study areas’ territories were wished for.  
5.3.2. Territorial comparison 
The number and quality of generated tourism livelihoods differed significantly between the 
case-study areas – and the differences were strongly associated with the local socially 
constructed differences; the management objectives, the regulations and the efficiency of the 
local managements. The employees had surprisingly good knowledge of tourism employment 
and working conditions in all the case-study areas; external informants’ views matched the ones 
that people from the respective area gave (annexes 4 & 5), which eased territorial comparison 
and provided a tool for triangulation.  
Sarova area offered direct permanent employment for 135 people, and its land-size-
employment –ratio is by far the highest out of the case-study areas; a total number of 250–300 
people are estimated to generate good quality income from its relatively small piece of land. 
LUMO generated direct employment for approximately 35–40 persons. For Tsavo parks, only 
estimations were available, and the total number of tourism employees in Tsavo East and West 
was approximately between 500–600. There were in total 13 hotels, lodges and campsites inside 
the parks, of which the biggest one employed 80–100 people and smallest one approximately 
10–20. The four hotels visited in Tsavo employed on average 43 people each, including two 




the sites. All the interviewed employees gained year-round income from tourism. Apart from 
tourism employment, a significant number of KWS staff, scientists and conservationists derive 
direct income from the parks. Also casual labour was hired to all tourism establishments during 
peak periods, but their percentage of the total employment was relatively low, between 5–10 
%. 
The numbers of tourism employment opportunities differed according to territorial tourism 
turnovers, which were constantly associated with the management objectives and regulations 
in place; territorial tourist arrival numbers correlated well with the quantity of generated tourism 
jobs. High numbers were recprded and expected only in Sarova, which local management fully 
supported tourism. Also the territories can have regulations impacting employment directly; 
likewise mentioned, in LUMO, the legally binding land-lease contracts insisted tourism 
employees to hire people from the local villages. Working conditions were regarded as equally 
important for the individuals’ socio-economic well-being as having a job in the first place. Also 
in this relation, territorially good tourism turnover enabled good working conditions for tourism 
employees, contributing to individual employees’ personal up-scaling and to their families’ 
socio-economic well-being. Based on a common argument, only employers in areas with good 
tourism flows are able to pay all their employees enough not only to survive, but to put children 
to college as well. 
All the visited hotels and lodges had been forced to lay off their personnel or to dismiss them 
temporarily due to prevailing downturn. During the “heyday” of Kenyan tourism, the 
employment numbers were approximately 30–50 % higher. The way how tourism downturns 
were handled employment-wise was mostly dependent on individual entrepreneurs. Some 
employers laid people off, some leaned more on casuals during peak times and some dismissed 
staff temporarily keeping everyone in the payroll. Working for a chain hotel was seen as an 
asset for the individual employees’ but also for their families’ well-being and future; internal 
employee transfers within chain hotels came with a possibility to change the workplace, if 
tourism faced troubles in a certain location or if a person had to move for personal reasons. 
Such arrangements built confidence on continuing income and for example helped putting 
children through the college.  
The share of local employees (=born in TTC) was quite even in Sarova and LUMO, but 
significantly lower in Tsavo National Parks compared to the other two. The interviewees in 




Taveta County, but the actual percentage among the interviewees was 63 %. In Sarova, the 
numbers were 83 % and 44 %, but in Tsavo East, only 69 % and 0 % respectively. All the 
people working in the management, maintenance and security of LUMO organization itself 
were locals. The expat employees did not have as strong ties to the County as their local 
colleagues; hence in case of unemployment, roughly half of the tourism employees in Sarova 
and LUMO would definitely stay in the County, but only every fourth in Tsavo East. If changing 
the career became into question, most of the informants would move to the big cities such as 
Nairobi or Mombasa.  
According to its objectives, LUMO’s management tried to spur also the locality of indirect 
tourism employment in the contracts they made with tourism entrepreneurs. However, the 
management of LUMO did not possess sufficient means to supervise the implementation of the 
clauses demanding the use of local work force; the procurement and indirect employment 
mostly followed the basic laws of supply and demand, and expressed no distinctions between 
the case-study areas.  
The continuing tourism downturn decreased the employment capacity and hampered the 
reputation of the industry at the time of the fieldwork. On a scale from one to ten, the employees 
estimated the general appreciation towards tourism employment at 6/10 with minimal variance 
across the case-study areas. Employees in LUMO rated their work satisfaction at 8.2, whereas 
in Tsavo East at 8 and in Sarova at 7. The ratings did not differ much between the areas, but the 
given reasons did, thus the quantitative ratings are not as comparable as the coded qualitative 
answers. For example, employees in LUMO seemed to be satisfied just about having a job, 
whereas in Sarova and Tsavo, the employees complained more about the working conditions. 
In both Sarova and Tsavo, the workers were on the average 40 years old, having 17 years’ 
experience in tourism. In LUMO the average age was 29, and employees had 6 years’ 
experience in tourism sector. All the interviewed employees had permanent positions and 
gained year-round income from tourism. However, in LUMO and Tsavo National Parks where 
the managers were struggling with continuously negative bottom-line numbers, the annual 
leaves were usually planned for the low-season and the employees were occasionally sent home 
during them. This caused troubles for the employees and their families, when the low-seasons 
in tourism did not match with the agricultural seeding or harvesting terms.  
As mentioned in the previous chapter, tourism turnover was far dependent on protected areas’ 




with good working conditions. Also by the quality of generated tourism jobs, Sarova was 
identified as the best territory to work at: salary is better, people work in 8-hours standard shifts 
and career-advancements are common. Mostly due to the shifts and relatively good salary 
levels, the employees within Sarova’s conservancy considered their work to support their free-
time, whereas in Tsavo and LUMO the situation was the other way around. The prevailing 
downturn made finding a job from LUMO and Tsavo Parks very challenging and hampered 
tourism employees’ job satisfaction due to uncertain future prospects. In Tsavo and LUMO, 
people were worried about their future, whereas Sarova employees were confident about having 
their jobs also in the forthcoming years. Employment in an area such as Sarova with stable and 
high tourism flows was desired also because it guaranteed the possibility to sign children to 
college. On the community- and state-owned case-study areas with lower tourism turnover, 
significantly bigger share of the employees already considered changing career to something 
completely different from tourism.  
With their current tourism turnover, it was too costly for entrepreneurs within Tsavo and LUMO 
to have people in two or three shifts, even though it would have been ideal for both the 
employees and employers. Employees in Tsavo and LUMO expected their working conditions 
to improve only, if tourism numbers within their respective areas grew, but the employees in 
Tsavo were rather pessimistic in this sense due to the area’s conservation-oriented management 
objectives.  
After general uncertainties hampering tourism industry, the biggest reasons for job-
dissatisfaction were long working hours and feelings of exclusiveness, which together made 
maintaining personal life difficult – but such experiences mainly came up in the Tsavo National 
Parks. Big size and stricter control make the National Parks more isolated and majority of the 
employees spent free-time in the employees’ compounds, which furthermore hampered the 
employees’ possibility to run side-businesses, to have personal life, and to set up families or to 
maintain them. For Sarova employees – in addition to shift-system – the inexistence of 
territorial access hours and curfews were considered as a great advantage in maintaining 
personal lives and taking care of their families. 
For tourism employees, side-businesses were crucially important for facing the fluctuations in 
tourism and surviving through the problems possible unemployment would cause. For 83 % of 
LUMO employees, tourism was the only source of income within the family, whereas in Sarova 




though the higher average age and bigger share of married people could explain the higher 
probability for side-incomes within the households of Tsavo and Sarova employees, no 
correlation between them was recognizable. Working in shifts was the best explanatory factor 
for the likelihood of having personal side incomes. Also expat employees (=origins outside of 
TTC) had significantly more side-incomes in their families, which usually stayed in their home 
regions. 
Employees in Sarova hotels were not as worried about the forthcoming months and years as 
their colleagues in other protected areas, and each Sarova’s employee had also ideas concerning 
possible unemployment. Admittedly it would make life more difficult for a while, but half of 
Sarova employees would continue the same activities they already generated side-income from. 
The employees in Tsavo’s establishments struggling with low arrival numbers were more 
pessimistic and of the opinion “no one in this industry is permanent”. In total, 75 % of LUMO’s 
employees were confident about their employment, but only a few had plans for possible 
unemployment and a vast majority of them did not believe in finding a similar job with their 
qualifications easily.  
Changing a career was not a plausible option for most of the tourism employees, because most 
of the experience gained in tourism was not appreciated elsewhere. Ready-made plans for 
possible unemployment were scarce especially for local employees, as environmental 
degradation and droughts limited the potential of traditional livelihoods such as agriculture. 
Self-employment by opening a small shop or becoming a taxi-driver were mentioned. The 
expats would move back to their home regions or to the big cities of Kenya, if they faced 
unemployment.  
However, employees in LUMO were the most optimistic about the future, as 7 out of 8 
employees thought they would have more jobs, better working conditions and more guests in 
LUMO after 5 years. All tourism stakeholders in LUMO trusted that the situation can only 
improve from its current state; the employees did not name any concrete reasons for their 
optimism, but referred to the local management’s responsibility in getting tourism development 
on the track, and stated how the situation can only improve. In the National Parks, tourism 
employees’ faith to the future had been hit badly by the downturn, although people had not been 
dismissed so much. Prospects of higher tourism numbers leaned on hopes and optimism, as the 
employees identified almost no signals of “better tomorrow” concerning tourism within the 




within the National Parks, but admitted the local management is not expected to carry out such 
amendments due to its conservation objectives and static bureaucracy. 
For increasing the number of protected area tourism livelihoods and improving their quality, all 
the informants in Sarova urged for changes to county- and state-level policies, because they 
saw no further possibilities for increasing the support for tourism within their own sanctuary. 
Sarova already employed a significant amount of people; based on the argument, it has 
redeemed much of its employment potential, whereas in the National Parks the management 
objectives prevented fast and effective tourism-advancements from taking place. Improving the 
territorial tourism turnover and increasing the employment numbers and working conditions 
was considered as an “easy” administrative task only in LUMO, as the area was established for 
tourism development, but its potential remainded exceedingly untapped.  
Individual employees were frustrated about the importance of personal relations in the 
recruiting processes, although the problem did not arguably manifest as severely in tourism as 
in other sectors. Knowing the right people was thought to be a prerequisite for finding a job and 
for advancing in one’s career. However, the problem became emphasized in the National Parks, 
whereas in Sarova, the personal linkages were not considered as important as education and 
personal determination. As mentioned, in LUMO, the locality of prospect employees was 
regarded as a determining factor in the recruiting process. 
Comparisons to other industries opened more profoundly individuals’ perceptions about their 
own jobs, as they actively compared tourism employment to working in other sectors. In Sarova 
and LUMO, employees generally regarded tourism employment to be at least as good as 
working in any other sector. The employees in Sarova were commonly satisfied with their 
working conditions and future prospects, whereas the employees in LUMO thought that despite 
the problems tourism was facing, the County – or at least the remote villages between Voi and 
Taveta – had no better employment options to offer. In Tsavo, the perceptions of tourism 
employment were strikingly negative; 13 out of 15 comments made about tourism employment 
or its prospects were negative, 2 were neutral and no one considered employment in tourism to 
be somehow better than other sources of livelihoods. A few employees had been working on 
two of the case-study areas, which provided another good mean for triangulation and individual-
level comparisons. Especially those informants perceived the hotels in Sarova as the best 
working places protected area tourism in the County has to offer. The reasoning for this lied 




5.4. Conservation, tourism & community development 
Being a huge topic on its own, community development was not directly included in the 
questionnaires. As presumed, the informants brought up various outcomes from protection 
regulations and protected area tourism directly related to community development, while 
analysing tourism, conservation and their local impacts within the context of the case-study 
areas.  
Despite its problems, tourism was identified as one of the few industries in Taita Taveta County 
with potential to lift employees to the middle-class, hence creating bases for social ascent. 
Ability to put children to college was collectively seen as one of the biggest benefits of local 
tourism employment, because traditional livelihoods and primary industries could not offer the 
same possibility. In addition, people have been able to enrol to the industry and get a relatively 
decent job with no education or previous experience, which was considered as the second 
biggest development-wise advantage of tourism employment. However, competition for 
tourism jobs was continuously getting tougher amidst big Kenyan youth populations entering 
the labour markets.  
Protection regulations confronted community development, unless conservation generated 
benefits for the surrounding societies – primarily via protected area tourism. Even many of the 
tourism beneficiaries in the County considered conservation as unjust way of land use, unless 
the benefits spread “widely enough” on the areas surrounding the protected territories. The 
National Parks were considered as the least beneficial – or the most harmful – territories for 
socio-economic development. Based on the most common reasoning, the Tsavo National Parks 
caused the biggest constraints for local socio-economic development due to conservation-
oriented objctives, “unjust” benefit-sharing and the huge size, which limited altenative means 
of land-use in the County. LUMO’s management objectives and regulatory structure were 
appraised in this occasion, but the area was not able to deliver the expected socio-economic 
benefits mostly due to the administrative inefficiency and internal disputes, which led to various 
problems brought up in the chapter 5.2.2. The private-owned Sarova delivered arguably the best 
socio-economic outcomes in form of quality employment, although its management objectives 
did not prioritise local socio-economic benefits like the regulations in LUMO did. Generating 
livelihoods was considered as the best mean to benefit locals and advance socio-economic 
development within the County by all the informants. Hence, the land-ownership arrangements 
and related profit-sharing mechanisms were not often referred to, while comparing local 




As mentioned, the better the territory-specific operational preconditions for tourism businesses 
were, the more tourism operations generated employment. The other development-related 
differences such as the profit-sharing mechanisms might have gained more attention during the 
heyday of tourism, when more profits were generated and tourism had generally stronger 
presence in the County. For example, LUMO’s territorial regulations and the entrance fees 
would have eventually yielded more profits to LUMO’s shareholders and left more surplus to 
be shared for community projects. At the time of the fieldwork, LUMO’s internal problems 
hampered the operational preconditions of tourism entrepreneurs, and the area generated 
basically no profits to be shared. The potential for socio-economic development was seen as 
untapped in LUMO and Tsavo National Parks. 
The informants often referred to the working conditions of tourism jobs, as they compared the 
impacts of protected area tourism on local socio-economic development between the case-study 
areas. All the informants were of one mind that community development or individuals well-
being should never solely lean on fluctuating tourism, but people should have means to manage 
external shocks or face unemployment, when tourism collapses. In this regard, weak future 
prospects of tourism, lack of shift-system, which enable having side-incomes and otherwise 
inferior working conditions sparked strong voices of discontent within LUMO and Tsavo 
National Parks. In Sarova, too long working hours did not prevent the employees from having 
side-businesses, they were economically better off and especially less-vulnerable to any 
external shocks facing tourism and their livelihoods.  
The National Parks were the most criticised areas concerning the local benefits of its tourism 
operations and the benefit-sharing mechanism. Majority of the informants were dominantly 
frustrated about the Tsavo Parks, as their local policies were dictated from Nairobi, tourism 
revenues were not shared to the destination areas, and because they generally occupied huge 
territories “without giving anything back to the County and its communities”. Interestingly, only 
the National Parks were criticised for land blocking, and even for exploiting the County’s 
territories. Only from their National Parks’ management the informants demanded direct share 
of the tourism revenues to be divulged to the County government or to local NGOs, to make 
tourism and protection locally “more fair and acceptable”. While demanding KWS to share its 
tourism revenues, the informants did not consider that conservation is actually money-
consuming business for the government. All the case study areas were reserved for certain well-
defined purposes, but when analysing the impacts of conservation on local development, no 




many officials or hotel managers brought them up either. Rather interestingly, no one brought 
the issue of territorial exploitation up in the case of private-owned Sarova, although its profits 
drift outside of the County as well. 
5.4.1. Conservation 
Environment’s rich variety and well-being formed a corner-stone tourism development within 
all the case-study areas, which caused the informants to refer to different practices of 
conservation and different environmental standards between the case-study areas actively. The 
conservation rules are getting stricter in Kenya and they should be nationwide similarly looked 
after, but the results brought up differences in the conservation undertakings taking place within 
the case-study areas. The ideals of conservation and commercial protected area tourism differ 
from each other, but the former is a prerequisite for the latter; the local managements set the 
balance between the two according to their interests and within the limits of national-level 
environmental regulations. Repeatedly – especially within the community-owned sanctuary – 
the informants conceptualised tourism and conservation in a symbiosis; decreasing tourist 
numbers triggers environmental degradation as conservation is money-consuming action 
especially in self-funded areas, and degrading environment leads to decreasing tourist numbers. 
Differences in environmental standards were seen as contributory factors for differences in 
territorial tourism numbers. Altogether, the long-term environmental prospects are different 
between individual case-study areas. The differences are important to be acknowledged while 
comparing different protected areas and analysing future tourism development within them, 
majority of the informants stressed. 
It was acknowledged how areas labelled as protected areas can range between anything from 
strictly-conserved National Parks to tourism-enclaves representing big zoos. Principally, 
tourism stakeholders’ operational freedoms were always restricted if they operated within 
protected area in comparison to being located outside of them. Many of the differences in 
tourism development and in the protected territories’ general “exploitability” were associated 
with the local management’s approach on environments conservation and commodification – 
but the two admittedly were in juxtaposition. Conservation per se is a vital prerequisite for 
protected area tourism, but all human actions such as tourism are fundamentally controversial 
to conservation ideals. On the other hand, development of protected area tourism was 
fundamentally based on commodification of the values embedded in the natural environment; 
economic gains and employment were not achievable, unless commercial operations were 




limits of their capacity – defined how much commercial human actions were tolerated within 
the conservancies at the expense of the bio-diversity’s long-term sustainability. No means to 
support or spur tourism were identified, which would not have had any impact on the well-
being of the environment, as human presence fundamentally increase the pressure on 
environment. 
Tsavo National Parks were environmentally the best kept areas, and they offered richer bio-
diversity to be utilized by tourism entrepreneurs than the other case-study areas, although their 
huge size altered animals for poaching and trees for charcoal burning. The environment was 
better-preserved in Sarova than in LUMO. LUMO’s worse environmental standards arguably 
stemmed from internal disputes and low profits, which led to bad implementation of territorial 
rules and to alternative means of land-use such as illegal grazing.  
Long-term conservation objectives required strict regulations within the National Parks, 
whereas the other tourism-oriented administrations had taken measures that would be 
unimaginable in the conservation-oriented territories. Conducting night safaris, introducing 
new species to the territories and pushing up the limits of territorial carrying capacity had been 
conducted in the protected areas prioritising tourism in Taita Taveta County. On the contrary, 
the KWS officials underlined, how difficult it is to implement tourism establishments and boost 
tourism without damaging the natural bio-diversity, and prevented activities such as night 
safaris within their territory. Altogether, the tourism-oriented administrations of LUMO and 
Sarova were willing to “modify” the environment-related regulations to better suit their 
interests, whereas the KWS would forbid any attempts of the kind. Sarova had even introduced 
new external species to their sanctuary to provoke interests in tourists – triggering also local 
protests as non-native crocodiles ended up to villagers’ farms through irrigation systems. 
Officials from the territorial managements and hotel managers constantly emphasized the 
importance of conservation and environment’s sustainability for long-term development 
especially during tourism downturns, when economic profits from the areas and all other 
contributions to local development weaken. Not only was it important for them to maintain the 
preconditions for tourism development, but protecting the environment might generate 
surprising new possibilities to utilize the territory – for example via emission trading, which 




5.4.2. Corporate Social Responsibility 
The CSR projects were brought up by each and every hotel manager, but their concrete 
developmental contributions sparked contradictory views. All individual hotels were 
participating to CSR-programs mostly on the fields of education or health, and in addition the 
managements of Tsavo National Parks and LUMO did CSR work as well. At the time of the 
fieldwork, funds for the CSR operations were limited. Thus, the CSR-efforts were not widely 
recognized by people, who did not directly participate to the projects or benefit from them.  
The only hotel manager in LUMO organized medical services to local people annually, and the 
manager of Sarova hotels distributed antidotes for snake bites and provided sources of clean 
water during droughts. However, it was only the local manager of the Sarova hotels himself, 
who was appraised for the CSR-work; the chain in general was blamed for bad quality or 
inexistence of their centrally orchestrated CSR-work. The CSR-work done by hotels inside the 
National Parks was not very well known, and the central organization Kenya Wildlife Service 
got often blamed for too little efforts. The KWS had done CSR, but likewise other community 
development projects associated with tourism development, it was criticized for bad planning, 
triviality and lack of local consultation, which resulted in allocating resources for something 
the communities did not need in the first place.  
Development-wise, the CSR initiatives carried over by TTC’s tourism stakeholders can be 
categorized as supplementary but marginal means to distribute benefits from conservation and 
tourism. The better the tourism turnover was within an area or within a company, the more 
funds there were to be allocated to the CSR-projects. However, higher revenues did not 
automatically lead to better CSR-work, but negative bottom-line numbers inevitably halted all 
the projects. Whether to conduct CSR-projects or not is often dependent on individuals; for 
example, there is a lack of company-level CSR in Sarova, but their local manager initiated 
appraised CSR-projects by himself. Bureaucratic structures impact as well; The KWS park 
management in Tsavo East cannot initiate CSR-projects, unless the central governance allocates 
funds for them. 
6. DISCUSSION 
 
Tourism develops differently and generates divergent outcomes in protected areas established 
to serve different objectives due to their respective regulatory differences. Giving a voice to 
protected area tourism stakeholders at the grass roots provided new insights into the 




stakeholders are liable to, and supplemented understanding about tourism governance in 
protected area contexts. Development of protected area tourism, and its complex societal 
contributions, do not follow similar patterns within different individual protected areas.  
First and foremost, the results of this research align with the constructivist and modern views 
of tourism governance (e.g. Kooiman 1993, Albrecht 2011, Cornelissen 2011, Mosedale 2011 
& 2014); the outcomes of protected area tourism development are dependent on prevailing 
socially constructed regulatory frameworks and governance, which must also be analysed at the 
grass roots. The chapter begins by scrutinizing the first research question about the construction 
of the protected areas’ regulatory framework. The significance of different administrative 
“layers” will be discussed into detail, as the results partly challenge the traditional concepts of 
tourism governance by emphasizing the regulatory power of the local informal administrations.  
In the following parts, impacts of the protected areas’ management objectives and their 
implementation into practice will be discussed and reflected to the differences perceived in 
tourism development between the case-study areas. Together, the following three sub-chapters 
(6.1.1., 6.1.2. & 6.2.) provide answers to the second research question about the structural 
reasons for spatial differences in protected area tourism development.  
This research states that the development-enhancing contributions of protected area tourism 
and the industry’s potential to promote environment’s well-being – among many other 
suggested outcomes – are unique within and around each protected area. Universal 
generalisations about the socio-economic outcomes of protected area tourism shall not be based 
on the land-ownership arrangements, as the expectations related to them do not always 
materialize. Instead, the socio-economic impacts that protected area tourism and protection 
regulation generate are partly dependent on the management objectives and regulations of a 
given protected area. The chapter 6.3. answers to the third research question providing means 
for reconciling different interests associated with protected areas and their utilization. Last, the 
methods used in the research will be discussed and ideas for further studies provided.  
6.1. Constructing tourism governance in protected area contexts 
The results of this research advocate the regulatory line of thinking, according to which 
territorial tourism development and its societal outcomes are dependent on tourism planning 
and governance. The results support the holistic perspectives on tourism governance peculiar 
to the modern concepts of tourism governance (e.g. Albrecht 2011, Cornelissen 2011, Mosedale 




and individuals at the grass roots, “below” the lowest level of public policy making. This 
research acknowledges the existence and impacts of local level governance in protected area 
contexts, where tourism develops within rather well-defined jurisdictions, whose local 
administrations have tangible capacity to regulate and steer the development within their 
respective borders.  
In the context of this research, tourism stakeholders did not perceive or recognize much of the 
impacts of public tourism policies in their everyday operations, but presented numerous means 
to improve them.  The County’s tourism stakeholders verified by their own part the forecasts 
made by African Development Bank (AfDB 2014) and United Nations World Tourism 
organization (2015d); the prospects of Kenya’s tourism are dependent on the developments of 
political security, transportation infrastructure, and regional co-operation in East Africa. As the 
regional challenges are also identified in Kenya’s 5-year National Tourism Strategy, tourism 
stakeholders in the County can expect stronger public tourism support in the upcoming years – 
if the strategies are well implemented into practise. 
International phenomena and public policies on the higher layers of hierarchy-based tourism 
governance framework steer tourism flows and impact protected area tourism development, as 
depicted by traditional tourism governance analyses (e.g. Hall & Lew 2009, Hall 2011b). Also 
the results of this study illustrated, how the local administrative bodies of protected areas lack 
capacity to influence tourism development on regional or national levels. However, also the 
public governments were seen incapable of addressing the problems constraining tourism 
development in individual protected areas. Hence, different institutions and administrative 
“layers” have different responsibilities in facilitating tourism.  
This study suggests that conceptualising tourism governance through the traditional concepts 
is not adequate and expedient, as they acknowledge the formal public institutions, as the 
“lowest” level of tourism policy making (e.g. Hall & Lew 2009, Hall 2011b). Such a grasp 
generalizes and “lumps together” diverse protected areas, likewise has been done in tourism 
policy making and in tourism analysis (e.g. KEMA 2012, WTTC 2015). The traditional 
frameworks of tourism governance do not adequately explain, how a piece of protected 
savannah attracts more tourists or provides more tourism livelihoods than similar protected 
areas next to it – although the reasons for the spatial differences primarily stemmed from 
regulations and other practices of tourism governance. The local institutions and even 




territories and implement associated regulations. Exercising such territorial power for example 
manifests as distinct protection regulations and leads to unique preconditions for tourism 
development. 
The emphasis informants put on the local managements within protected area contexts not only 
challenged the traditional views on tourism governance, but fit well to the integrated framework 
of tourism governance adapted to this study. The overarching concepts in traditional tourism 
governance research have illustrated the system of tourism planning and governance as a mere 
contest between public regulations and private freedoms, underlining the need for public 
regulations to facilitate societally positive outcomes from tourism (e.g. Gunn & Var 2002, 
Mowforth & Munt 2009, Hall & Lew 2009, Hall 2011b). Regulation indeed is needed for 
achieving the desired outcomes. But, as the modern views on tourism governance have 
advocated (e.g. Albrecht 2011, Mosedale 2011, Farmaki 2015), the policy landscape of tourism 
destinations is much more fragmented than illustrated by the traditional concepts and 
frameworks of tourism governance. The protected areas’ suitability for tourism operations and 
the societal impacts of both tourism and conservation must be analysed case-specifically 
without leaning on generalisations – especially when drawing policies and development 
strategies related to them. 
The dynamics illustrated by Mosedale (2011, 2015), Hazbun (2004), Paasi (2002) and Vollaard 
(2009) were evident in the case-study areas’ contexts; tenure over land comes with capability 
to exert territorial power. Therefore, borders do matter. Not only the ones differencing formal 
units of public jurisdictions from each other, but all man-made borders such as the ones 
separating individual protected areas from each other, as they create jurisdictions where 
preconditions for tourism development are significantly different from each other.  
This research advocates that the disciplines of political geography and political economy 
provide concepts acknowledging the fundamental complexity of tourism governance. The 
concepts of de- and re-territorialization turned out extremely suitable for understanding and 
analysing the differences in tourism development between the case-study areas, as was 
presumed by the studies of Hazbun (2004), Dredge & Jamal (2010) and Mosedale (2011 & 
2015). When a state, an investor, a community or any other party establishes protected areas to 
serve their interests, whole new administrative territories or “layers” are created. The dynamics 
inevitably change and fragmentize the socio-political landscapes as always happens, when new 




Such processes are incessant in protected area contexts, and fundamental for tourism 
development within them. While tourism stakeholders and regional experts analysed the 
differences in tourism between the case-study areas, local rules, land-owning arrangements, 
different management objectives and other expressions of local territorial governance were 
constantly referred to. The local administrations were identified as the most relevant institutions 
to explain spatial differences in the protected area tourism development and to impact the 
societal outcomes of both tourism and protection regulations.  
The adapted framework of tourism governance served its purpose of conceptualizing protected 
area tourism governance relatively well. However, conceptualizing tourism governance into a 
single framework is never complete, and illustrating it as a composition of different “layers” 
has its advantages and drawbacks. It can be concluded that paying more attention on the local 
dynamics of tourism governance is essential for understanding and controlling the outcomes of 
the industry. The modern concepts of tourism governance underlining the complexity, local 
dynamics and somewhat hidden power structures (e.g. Spenceley & Goodwin 2007, Eagles 
2009, Dredge & Tamal 2010: 560, Zahra 2011, Farmaki 2015) are crucial for understanding the 
dynamics of tourism development and its spatially divergent outcomes.  
The protected areas’ local administrations’ regulatory means far resembled the ways, how 
public institutions’ capacity to regulate tourism has been depicted in the traditional tourism 
governance literature (e.g. Hall & Lew 2009, Hall 2011b); the local administrations were able 
to implement rules and regulations as the public institutions. Therefore, the tasks and duties of 
local or informal administrations do not include only passive implementation of public policies 
or being impediments to them, as the traditional concepts (e.g. Telfer & Sharpley 2007, Hall 
2011b) let to assume. Analyses on tourism governance shall go through similar shifts witnessed 
elsewhere in societal studies such as in political economy. A state-centered approach focusing 
on the bilateral dynamics between public regulations and individual freedoms – which has 
formed the traditional frameworks for tourism governance analyses – is way too limitative for 
holistic analyses on tourism governance, at least if the scope is extended to the grass roots.  
In reference to the hierarchical illustrations of tourism governance, the informal local-level 
jurisdictions can be conceptualized as liminal spaces between public governance and grassroot 
tourism stakeholders, but – from spatial point of view – none of the protected areas are governed 
”only” within their explicit borders at the grass roots. As few examples, the manager of Sarova 




the decisions of international investors. The management of LUMO is liable to conditionalities 
set by the EU as part of the funding agreements, and many international conservation 
agreements ratified by Kenya bind the hands of the KWS managing the National Parks. In 
addition, arranging governing institutions into a hierarchical order also generalizes individual 
institutions such as the state, which operates on various levels through its polymorphic 
institutions and over-arching legislative authority; KWS represented the state but its interests 
in tourism diverged greatly from the liberal national tourism strategies of Kenya. The borders 
of the informal jurisdictions can also overlap the borders of public administrative districts, 
which does not fit well into hierarchical typology. 
In the context of protected area tourism development, this research strongly supports the 
argument made by Bramwell (2011: 461); public policies and institutions have been over-
emphasized in traditional tourism governance discussions. Furthermore, the witnessed 
fragmentation of the policy landscape also challenges the juxtaposition between public 
regulation and private freedoms, as the protected areas’ tourism governance is carried out by 
various institutions, interest groups and even individuals. Therefore, generalizations and 
juxtapositions of terms such as “public governance” or “private freedoms” should be avoided 
in tourism governance discussions, as they over-simplify the policy-landscapes of tourism 
destinations. For example, governments and public regulations shall not be all-embracingly 
depicted as forces ensuring wide societal benefits from tourism development. Mere economic 
gains from maximal visitor numbers might be the public policymakers’ main reason for 
advancing tourism, which does not automatically lead to societal benefits or guarantee the best 
prospects for protected area tourism. Either can economic freedoms be conceptualized as 
opposite forces to regulation. Territorial power can also be exerted and regulations implemented 
by private agents to serve private interests, as happened in Sarova. 
Wainwright & Wehrmeyer (1998: 934–935) and Songorwa (1999) have illustrated, how re-
territorialization provides communities possibilities to manage “their” natural resources, 
regulate tourism development within their own territories and incorporate the communities’ 
interests into the respective regulatory frameworks. This research underlines that land-
ownership grants power to govern and steer protected area tourism to any party, who has title-
deeds or other rights to the land. The landowners’ interests, management objectives and 
associated regulations must therefore be acknowledged, while analysing protected area tourism 




6.1.1. Management objectives and land-owning arrangements  
Protected areas’ individual management objectives far define the territories’ suitability for 
tourism development. Differences in area-specific objectives of tourism management well 
explain variances in tourism performance and in the societal outcomes of tourism development 
between neighbouring protected areas. Achieving different objectives require different 
regulations, and the protected areas’ unique management objectives fundamentally prioritize 
certain interests over others. Hence, tourism development and the socio-economic outcomes of 
it turned inevitably different between individual protected areas. Similar preconditions for 
tourism operations or similar developmental outcomes cannot be expected from protected areas 
with different purposes and management objectives.  
The management objectives far define how and by whom protected territories can be utilized. 
They also impact the socio-economic outcomes and environmental sustainability of tourism 
development, which have both often been discussed while analysing and measuring the societal 
and developmental contributions of protected area tourism (e.g. Nepal 1997, Wainwright & 
Wehrmeyer 1998, Songorwa 1999, Mbaiwa 2005 & 2011, West et al. 2006, Jamal & Stronza 
2009). How strictly the land is blocked, how suitable the areas are for tourism, whether tourism 
businesses can generate livelihoods, how accessible the areas’ natural resources are for locals 
and what kind of an attitude they take up to protected areas, were all seen as questions dependent 
on the protected areas’ respective management objectives, and on their local management’s 
capacity to pursue them.  
As discussed in the previous chapter, re-territorialisation-like processes grant the land owners 
and local managements of the protected areas capacity to steer tourism planning and governance 
according to their interests. Within the limits of their regulatory capacity, the local 
administrators defined how much commercial human actions were tolerated within the 
conservancies at the expense of the bio-diversity’s long-term sustainability. The tendency of 
commercial tourism development to value natural resources in merely economic terms has been 
identified as a seed for discontent among local communities (Roth 2004, West et al. 2006). The 
internal argues between profit-oriented tourism entrepreneurs and conservation-oriented 
managements of the protected areas were fundamentally based into similar dissents concerning 
the values embedded to the land. Likewise anticipated on the grounds of the literature (e.g. 
Eagles 2009), commodification of the environment via tourism gained support from the 
managements of private- and community-owned areas, who lean on tourism revenues and grant 




the regulatory preconditions were more supportive for tourism development. The KWS 
emphasized environmentalism in the National Parks and the deep non-economic values 
embedded to natural environment, instead of the economic ones. Hence, the regulations within 
the National Parks were in contrary to profit-oriented tourism entrepreneurs’ interests and 
resulted in dissent from their side.  
Protected areas owned by certain interest groups tend to share similar management objectives 
(e.g. Eagles 2009) – but only qualifiedly. In the context of this research, the objectives of the 
state-, private- and community-owned protected areas matched many of the expectations 
literature has provided (e.g. Songorwa 1999, Eagles 2008 & 2009, Kelboro & Stellmacher 
2015) and the areas’ respective regulations were in harmony with the management objectives. 
However, some of the perceived differences in the private-, state- and community-owned case-
study areas’ tourism operations did either not match the expectations provided by literature, or 
did not manifest in reality.  
State-owned protected areas have been blamed for domineering attitudes fuelling local conflicts 
(e.g. Eagles 2009, Kelboro & Stellmacher 2015), and illustrations of these were clearly visible 
in the data. It is intriguing how – on the analyses focusing on the higher levels of tourism 
governance – critical research has regarded international and especially externally-led tourism 
development in the global south as another materialization of neo-colonialism, as they tend to 
exclude locals from tourism planning and profit-sharing (Brohman 1996, Mowforth & Munt 
2009). The Tsavo National Parks were criticized by exactly the same reasoning, which critical 
theorists have used to oppose private ownership (e.g. Harrison 1992, Brohman 1996, Mowforth 
& Munt 2009, Hall R. 2011: 193); they were reproached for land-blocking, land-grabbing and 
for not generating enough revenues to the County or employment to locals. Focusing strictly 
on conservation was regarded as the most cogent reason for the low tourist numbers recorded 
in the Tsavo National Parks, which further decreased the number of jobs and even hampered 
the quality of the jobs generated within the parks. Interestingly, also state-ownership per se and 
public funding were used as grounds for demanding local administrative and regulatory 
changes, which would better facilitate tourism and other sources of income within the National 
Parks. Majority of the informants expected state-owned and public-funded areas to operate in 





Experiences of conservation tend to turn negative, unless the protected areas generate 
empirically perceivable benefits such as livelihoods (i.e. Sindiga 1988). However, 
environment’s conservation contradicts fundamentally with its commodification and 
maximised livelihood generation. The better the needs of people surrounding the protected 
areas are acknowledged, the more approved conservation efforts admittedly become (e.g. 
Infield 1988, Nepal 1997: 124), but the divergent management objectives of the protected areas 
do not allow the areas’ local managements to acknowledge locals’ need in the same ways.  
As presumed, Sarova represented a typical private-owned protected area prioritising tourism 
profits (e.g. Eagles 2008, 2009), which manifested as a tourism-first attitude in its local 
regulations and enabled high tourism turnover. Out of the three case-study areas, only Sarova 
was able to focus solely on facilitating commercial tourism, and the local management had not 
as much different objectives to be reconciled as the managements of the neighbouring Tsavo 
and LUMO. The private game park harnessed solely for tourism was regarded as an ideal 
protected area for commercial protected area tourism development, which enabled relatively 
good and continuous tourist flows, high employment numbers, guaranteed good revenues for 
the land-owners and great competitive edges for the hotel operating within the territory. 
Hypothetically, focusing on single purpose and being backed by unanimous management 
makes achieving the objectives of protected area management more likely. 
Interestingly, the written mission of the LUMO project matched the expectations of 
development-oriented objectives literature has associated with community-owned protected 
areas (e.g. Songorwa 1999, Eagles 2009), but the territory’s internal practices of tourism 
development and their developmental outcomes did not. Community-ownership admittedly 
makes protected area’s management more responsive towards local communities and tourism 
stakeholders and also strengthens the local developmental contributions of tourism 
development. However, at the time of the fieldwork, tourism development in the community-
owned sanctuary remained in its infancy, the community did not gain benefits in expected 
magnitude, and also the environmental standards were arguably better looked after in the other 
case-study areas. Although this study underlines that the protected areas’ different management 
objectives and associated regulations impact tourism development within their territories, the 
case of LUMO reminded how mere written objectives do not guarantee the expected outcomes 
and underlined the responsibility of the local administration in implementing the objectives and 
associated regulations into practice. As a suggestion, community-owned protected area tourism 




tourism development in the first place. Project based on local socio-economic benefits, natural 
conservation and tourism does not work, unless all the three dimensions are facilitated and 
looked after. 
According to Eagles (2009), community-ownership makes protected area’s management more 
responsive towards local communities and tourism stakeholders. The experiences from TTC 
verify the statement, but add that simultaneous responsiveness towards numerous landowners 
can even be considered as a disadvantage for protected area tourism development, because it 
might generate local conflicts of interests and demands about abandoning conservation during 
tourism downturns. Internal conflicts of interests were seen as the biggest constraints for 
achieving the objectives of high arrival numbers and socio-economic development, as some of 
the landowners demanded resorting to alternative means of land use, and criticised tourism 
initiatives. Interestingly, the likelihood for internal conflicts partly derives from the “type” of 
the land-owner and from the administrative composition of a given protected area. 
Community’s lands are composed by various stakeholders’ lands, sowing seeds of internal 
disputes. Embedding locals’ interests into the protected areas’ regulations have been identified 
as means to guarantee benefits for them from conservation (Infield 1988, Ashley et al. 2000, 
Spenceley & Goodwin 2007). The opinions of the tourism managers and territorial key experts 
partly questioned such assumptions; pleasing external wishes resulted in bouncing policies, 
which were seen as great constraints for facilitating protected area tourism development in the 
long-term, and for untapping the local development potential of tourism. Private and state-
owned territories have homogenous owner-bases, where internal conflicts are not likely to 
occur. Such governance-related insights further underline the need to pay more attention on the 
details of local structures of tourism governance in order to maximise its developmental 
potential, as advocated by Farmaki (2015). 
Despite the perceived difficulties in facilitating tourism development and delivering expected 
outcomes to the local community, the case of LUMO verified by its own part how the local 
regulations do reflect the objectives defined by the landowners. The interests of local 
communities are more likely embedded to territorial regulations in areas owned by the 
communities themselves, as suggested by Ashley et al. (2006), Nepal (2007) and Scheyvens 
(2011). Based on the unanimous view of the informants; tourism operations in community-
owned sanctuaries such as LUMO would be the most beneficial for local communities, but only 




On their own part, the management objectives and landownership arrangements of the protected 
areas define what sort of financing possibilities the local managements have for carrying out 
their operations. The financing arrangements indirectly impact the general possibilities to 
utilize the protected territories, as suggested by various authors (Buckley 2003, McCool et al. 
2007, Eagles 2009, Plummer & Fennel 2009). The conservation-oriented and externally-funded 
managements of the National Parks were thoroughly characterized as more unresponsive 
towards tourism stakeholders and their needs than the local managers of the more commercial 
areas – creating local constraints for tourism development. As increasing tourist numbers is the 
self-funded protected areas’ only way to increase revenues or just to maintain the conservation 
standards, the managements are naturally more responsive towards tourism stakeholders and 
try to facilitate higher tourism numbers, as suggested by Plummer and Fennell (2009). 
However, administrations of such areas might facilitate tourism even at the expense of the 
natural bio-diversity. Self-funded areas were also considered more likely to resort to other 
means of land use, if tourism collapsed totally, hampering the long-term prospects of 
environments well-being. Last, it was brought up that only completely self-funded areas can 
stick to their management objectives and define them independently, without additional 
conditionality set by external partners or funders. 
As various authors (e.g. Infield 1988, West et al. 2006, Spenceley & Goodwin 2007) have 
suggested, the acceptance and the whole existence of protected areas are dependent on the 
positive socio-economic outcomes they can generate to the surrounding society. The 
management objectives impact the quantities and qualities of livelihoods the protected areas 
generate both directly and indirectly, hence they also impact individual protected areas’ general 
acceptance. Likewise various authors and institutions (e.g. Scheyvens 2002, 2007, 2011, Mitchell 
& Ashley 2010, UNEP 2015, UNWTO 2015b), the informants granted employment as the most 
important contribution of protected area tourism towards local socio-economic development. 
Interestingly – although the question was about protected areas – the informants mostly 
appraised, criticized and generally compared the individual areas by their suitability for tourism 
operations and especially by the impacts the case-study areas’ regulations generated on local 
livelihoods by restricting or generating them. Hardly anyone referred to the areas’ different 
management objectives and acknowledged them, while making these comparisons. While the 
objectives of the protected areas were not acknowledged, conservation-oriented protected areas 
faced harsher criticism than tourism-oriented or community-owned ones, which generated 




Kelboro and Stellmacher (2015) stated that state-owned protected areas could have much 
greater contributions to development, if they better acknowledged local livelihoods and land 
use patterns. This research does not question the statement as such, but underlines how both 
maximal livelihood generation and the best practices of environmentalism cannot be claimed 
and expected from a protected area simultaneously. The state-owned protected areas in Kenya 
are established solely for conservation purposes, and practically all human actions that could 
generate income from the protected areas – such as commercial tourism – hamper the ideals of 
conservation. Most of the suggested ways to support tourism development and increase the 
public attitudes towards the National Parks, would had endangered the natural bio-diversity and 
therefore undermined the environmentalist undertakings. While managing the already existing 
protected areas, the locals’ interests should be looked after as well as possible within the limits 
of the set management objectives; it verifiably turns local opinions in favour of conservation 
and environment’s well-being.  
Various authors (e.g. Wainwright & Wehrmeyer 1998: 934–935, Songorwa 1999, Eagles 2008 
& 2009) have suggested, how protected areas as tourism destinations are different from each 
other by their landowning arrangements, which impacts the likelihood for the generation of 
local socio-economic benefits on their own part. The data of this research emphasized more the 
management objectives of the case-study areas than the land-owning arrangements as such – 
although the two are partly intertwined. Territorially high tourism turnover was more strongly 
associated with good quality of working conditions than company-specific decisions. In terms 
of mere tourism-employment, Sarova’s well-implemented tourism-oriented regulatory 
framework guaranteeing good tourism turnover was seen as the strongest explanator for the 
area’s qualitatively and quantitatively good employment outcomes. On the contrary, the Tsavo 
National Parks were considered as the most difficult areas to find or generate employment – 
mainly due to the strict protection regulations constraining tourism development or any other 
human activities within the areas. 
As the following chapter will further illustrate, acknowledging the protected areas’ varied land-
owning arrangements and different management objectives only helps to create expectations 
concerning tourism development and its likely outcomes, but the expectations not always match 
the empirical reality. Responsibility is an inseparable part of governance; protected areas do not 
generate the expected outcomes, if the regulations associated with the respective management 




6.1.2. Implementing the local regulations 
Internal conflicts regarding the use of the protected areas are likely to emerge, unless the 
landowners are unanimous and local administration effective. Such internal conflicts – 
identified in co-operatively owned LUMO – were regarded as the greatest local level 
administrative constraints for tourism development and achieving the management objectives. 
The mere management objectives and written regulations do not always deliver the expected 
outcomes, and the implementation of the local regulations is partly dependent on the funds and 
capabilities of the local administrations.  
The experiences from Taita Taveta County both confirm and contradict statements made about 
involving local communities into tourism planning and protected area management (Ashley & 
Goodwin 2000, Ashley et al. 2006, Songorwa 1999, Buckley 2003, McCool et al. 2007, Eagles 
2009). The results confirmed the interests of the local people to be more likely incorporated 
into protected areas’ spatial regulatory frameworks, when they maintain hold of their own land, 
or when they are involved into protected area management, as suggested by Ashley et al. (2000) 
and Spenceley & Goodwin (2007: 258). However, mere tenure over land, control over natural 
resources or incorporating locals’ interests into the regulatory frameworks do not automatically 
generate direct economic benefits from protected area tourism initiatives to the local 
communities.  
Interestingly, locality of tourism employment or other positively perceived developmental 
outcomes of tourism were not dependent on the ownership of the protected area. The 
community-owned protected area did not generate the best socio-economic outcomes from 
tourism to the surrounding communities, although advancing them was embedded to LUMO’s 
internal regulations – mostly because tourism development was not facilitated and such clauses 
looked after by the local management. The results do not question the good developmental 
experiences associated with community-ownership and empowerment (e.g. Scheyvens 2002, 
Eagles 2009, Spenceley et al. 2009), but remind how similar outcomes cannot be expected from 
all protected areas sharing similar land-ownership arrangements.  
As suggested by the literature (Ayuso 2007, Jamal & Stronza 2009, Hall 2011b), all governing 
institutions select the most appropriate regulatory instruments to achieve their objectives. Based 
on the findings of this research, mitigating the local conflicts associated with protected areas 
while facilitating tourism development requires regulatory frameworks, which reconcile 
different interests to the best of their ability, but also a management capable of carrying out 




capability to pursue the set management objectives can be partly explained by notions the 
literature (e.g. Scheyvens 2002: 9, Dredge 2006, Eagles 2009) has provided; community-based 
managements tend to suffer from lack of resources and know-how, whereas private protected 
areas are often backed by large and wealthy corporations, which offer tourism know-how and 
marketing funds, to name a couple. But, instead of the extra resources and other competitive 
edges the private-owned area had, the mere profit-oriented attitude and unanimity of the 
Sarova’s local management were considered as the strongest explanators for the territory’s high 
tourism turnover and for its capability to maintain high tourism flows also during downturns. 
Such assets are hypothetically achievable on any protected area despite of its operational 
resources. 
Interestingly, many interviewees suggested privatizing LUMO’s management as a response to 
its administrative problems. Based on the argument, one independent and external party 
regulating all activities within LUMO would not face as strong pressure from the local 
community and be better able to focus on facilitating tourism development and conserving the 
environment in the long-term – which forms the ultimate cornerstones for the whole LUMO-
project. Suggestions about grasping the decision-making power from local community, 
privatizing it and being generally more unresponsive to the local communities for the sake of 
local development is in great contrary to what has been suggested about community 
empowerment in the literature (e.g. Ashley et al.. 2000 & 2006, Scheyvens 2002, Eagles 2009). 
However, privatizing per se would arguably not bring any further benefits. LUMO’s 
management obviously should tackle all the contemporary problems hampering its spatial 
tourism development, and there are no insurmountable issues preventing them from doing so. 
Admittedly, extra resources for the management in forms of economic assistance or tourism 
know-how – or self-improving tourism turnover – could strengthen the local management and 
calm down many of the voices demanding alternative use for LUMO’s territories.  
Based on the findings of this research, the interest groups used in tourism governance literature 
and the ways of their actions shall not be universally generalised; states, communities and 
business-conglomerates – to name a few – cannot be universally conceptualised as like-minded 
organs, and the outcomes of their actions or even their interests do not always meet the 
expectations literature provides. Therefore, empowering purposefully certain interest groups 
shall not be handled as universal objective in tourism development strategies. Tourism-oriented 




empowerment does not yet guarantee any benefits for the local community, it only makes their 
materialization more likely.  
Altogether, the issues discussed in this chapter shall be noted in protected area tourism 
management and while drafting tourism strategies. Tourism does not develop and generate 
expected socio-economic outcomes, unless its development is facilitated in the first place. 
Competitive tourism does not develop by itself once a territory is just protected; a protected 
area harnessed for tourism might not facilitate higher visitor numbers than strictly conserved 
area next to it, unless supportive regulatory frameworks are implemented into practise and 
backed by responsive local administration. Tourism policies and regulations in all possible 
contexts should focus simultaneously on the operational preconditions and on the resulting 
effects of tourism development, instead of focusing solely on one or the other. Implementation 
and follow-up procedures are essential parts of tourism planning and governance on any given 
level. 
6.2. Territorial variations in the socio-economic outcomes of tourism  
Conservation and associated protected area tourism development impact local socio-economic 
and cultural dynamics once protection regulations are established and traditional or other 
alternative ways of utilizing natural resources become restricted (Mbaiwa 2005, West et al. 
2006). Among many other rural areas of Africa, also in Taita Taveta County tourism had been 
promoted for its capacity to alleviate poverty and advance socio-economic well-being 
especially through livelihood generation (Mitchell & Ashley 2007, Spenceley & Goodwin 
2007: 259, Scheyvens 2002: 23 & 2011, UNWTO 2015b, TTCIDP 2016). By the informants 
involved in this study, individual protected areas were compared, appraised and criticised 
primarily by their capacity to generate livelihoods and local sources of income.  
The results emphasize the significance of tourism employment as the most important development-
related outcome of protected area tourism development, likewise numerous empirical studies and 
analyses have done earlier (e.g. Scheyvens 2002, 2007, 2011, Mitchell & Ashley 2010, UNEP 2015, 
UNWTO 2015b). The identified regional impact of protected area tourism also provide support 
for three concrete claims made about protected area tourism employment: it stimulates rural 
regions, retards urbanisation and offers more environmentally friendly sources of income, as 
suggested by UNEP (2015) and Kimenyi et al. (2015). The perceived positive impacts on 
livelihoods and contributions to socio-economic development outweighed the negative ones, 
although numerous differences were identified between the case-study areas in this regard, as 




The socio-economic outcomes differed between the areas, but in addition a great deal of similar 
views and concerns were shared by informants across the County. As the integrated framework 
of tourism governance anticipated; nation-level issues must be tackled by national government, 
whereas the local level dilemmas fall on the responsibility of the local administrations. 
Providing better – and more affordable – education possibilities was an often-suggested public 
policy measure, which would likely improve the local nexus between tourism and development.  
Great territorial distinctions were identified in the protected areas’ capacity to generate tourism 
employment and in the holistic livelihood changes generated by both tourism and protection 
regulations. Also in this relation, the territorial management objectives, associated regulations 
and their implementation have heavy impact on the territory-specific arrival numbers, which 
are directly associated with the number and quality of generated tourism employment. Well-
implemented management objectives prioritising tourism help to generate high tourism 
employment numbers and generous working conditions. Likewise Scheyvens (2011: 152) has 
stated, sustainable tourism employment generation requires supportive regulatory frameworks. 
Based on the results of this research, regulations that would guarantee maximal tourism 
employment numbers cannot be expected from protected areas prioritising environmentalism.  
As many authors and institutions have presented earlier (e.g. Infield 1988, Nepal 2007, UN 
2014, UNEP 2015, Kimenyi et al. 2015), this research confirms the possibilities to utilize 
protected territories to increase the acceptability of conservation, but only if the positive 
outcomes – livelihoods in the first place – are accessible to many enough local people. 
Admittedly, establishing protection regulations and reserving territories for game parks restrict 
alternative land-use patterns. However, the myriad social impacts regarded characteristic to 
protected areas such as feelings of inequity, fraud or exploitation (Kruger 2005, West et al. 
2006, Plummer & Fennell 2009: 149) were associated mainly with the state-owned protected 
area, which generated arguably least livelihoods for surrounding societies. Hence, the 
experiences from Taita Taveta County confirmed various authors’ (West et al. 2006, Spenceley 
& Goodwin 2007, Eagles 2009, Jamal & Stronza 2009: 172) suggestions; tourism and 
conservation must co-operate in ever-increasing degrees, because protected area tourism, 
conservation, local socio-economic benefits and locals’ acceptance form a self-sustaining 
system in global south’s rural environments. But again, the capability of the local administration 
to maintain such a system of co-operation is also admittedly dependent on the management 




The quality of protected area tourism jobs is dependent on the prevailing regulatory framework 
impacting the territorial tourism performance and the lucrativeness of individual tourism 
businesses. Hence, the quality of protected area tourism employment, and other socio-economic 
outcomes of the industry, are dependent on complex systems of local level governance, as 
advocated by Bramwell & Lane (2011) and Farmaki (2015). Territorially good tourism turnover 
does not guarantee good employment conditions, but makes their manifestation more probable.  
The possibilities of just having a job or to have good working conditions were associated with 
the territorial tourism turnover instead of seeing them as company-specific. High arrival 
numbers enabled good working conditions, which improved the well-being of the employees 
and their families. Where tourism turnover was low, tourism employees were less satisfied with 
their work and more worried about their own and of their families’ well-being in the future – 
illustrating how individual employees experienced the impacts of local tourism governance. 
From individual’s perspective, also differences in protected areas’ entrance procedures and 
physical characteristics can impact the working conditions and socio-economic wellbeing as 
they are experienced – either increasing or decreasing the satisfaction related to protected area 
tourism employment. Big size and control mechanisms such as local curfews tend to turn 
protected areas isolated, which hampers the employees’ possibility to maintain their families 
and to run side-businesses. 
The experiences from Taita Taveta County partly challenge some of the assumptions, which 
have set private-led tourism development into contradiction with local socio-economic 
development (e.g. Önis & Senses 2005, Mowforth & Munt 2009, Scheyvens 2011). Sarova as 
an externally-led tourism enclave was not reproached for causing local adverse-developments, 
but it was regarded as the most beneficial protected area for the local communities due to its 
tourism-oriented objectives, which enabled good employment outcomes from the relatively 
small piece of land. Hypothetically, protected areas focusing strictly and solely on conservation 
are more likely to face intensifying opposition on areas experiencing fast population growth 
than more income-generating conservancies in regions with decreasing population.  
Despite their relatively strong influence, the regulatory frameworks of the protected areas and 
differences in tourism turnover obviously do not explain all the differences perceived in tourism 
employment or in other development-related outcomes of tourism. For example, many 
attributes associated with tourism employment’s capacity to advance development did not differ 




Whether tourism offers low-barrier jobs and employs a significant number of women, young 
and unskilled workers as has been suggested (Dwyer & Forsyth 1997, Jänis 2011: 79-80, 
Spenceley & Goodwin 2007: 258), was more dependent on individual employers’ decisions 
than on the prevailing regulatory frameworks within the context of this research. Hence, the 
land-ownership arrangements and the objectives of the protected areas’ local managements do 
not fully predict the characteristics of generated employment. For example, foreign ownership 
does not inevitably lead to bigger share of expat employees, community-owned conservancy 
does not inevitably generate any more jobs for locals as other conservancies and tourism 
employers can hire only men, if they want to do so. As mentioned above, community-owned 
protected area prioritizing tourism is likely to generate more local jobs than a state-owned 
conservation oriented one, but such scenarios do not inevitably manifest in reality.  
Protected area tourism demonstrated its potential to fight youth unemployment and to respond 
to the socio-economic challenges, which face Kenya as its biggest generations are about to enter 
the labour markets (Kimenyi et al. 2015, World Bank 2016). Also in this relation it must be 
noted that equally high tourism turnover, employment generation and wider socio-economic 
benefits cannot be expected from all protected areas across Kenya. 
Societies surrounding protected areas should not lean their well-being solely on tourism and the 
industry shall not be over-emphasized in development strategies. Impacts of some tourism-
related risks were already well perceivable in the County: external shocks such as terrorism had 
caused quick and massive job losses in tourism industry, after which the people could not resort 
to natural resources to fulfil their basic needs, since the territories were protected. Likewise 
Wainwright & Wehrmeyer (1998: 940) and Mbaiwa (2011) have brought up earlier, realisation 
of such external threats hamper especially the wellbeing of the poor and indigent. Political 
violence and natural hazard decrease the appreciation of conservation, but changes in the 
attitudes are partially dependent on the reconciling actions the protected areas’ local 
administrations take; the local administrations of the protected areas have regulatory means to 
ease the constraints on tourism that external shocks such as terrorism cause. Again, the 
respective objectives of the local managements and their administrative capabilities far define 
whether the local managements take supportive actions such as increase marketing or lower the 
entrance fees or not. 
Corporate Social Responsibility projects or any other indirect contributions to socio-economic 




considered as a much more important factor for creating linkages between tourism and 
development than the CSR-projects. However, the protected areas’ management objectives 
impact the likelihood for CSR-initiatives indirectly; in well-running tourism-oriented territories 
funds for CSR programs are likely better available than in conservation oriented areas. The 
results advocate turning the protected areas’ regulatory structures and benefit sharing 
mechanisms more inclusive and favourable to the local community instead of initiating 
individual projects with the spare money tourism entrepreneurs sometimes do and sometimes 
do not have. Definitely, the CSR projects shall not be used as alternatives for regulation likewise 
tourism entrepreneurs elsewhere in the global south have wished (Henderson 2007: 229-230, 
Coles et al. 2013). If CSR is still to be done, the closer the planning and adapting of the projects 
are to the local community, the better experiences and results they will yield.  
Altogether, various authors have stated, how tourism employment or territorially increased 
economic activity do not automatically equal development (e.g. Harrison 2001, Mowforth & 
Munt 1999, Scheyvens 2011). It is basically impossible to state what matters associated with 
protected area tourism equal development. Whatever they are, they are spatially unique, 
profitable tourism operations are a prerequisite for them, and sound operational framework and 
territorial support at the grass roots are a prerequisite for profitable tourism operations. Whether 
the socio-economic outcomes protected area tourism generates advance or constrain local 
development shall be analyzed case-specifically.  
6.3. Reconciling different interests associated with protected area tourism 
Conflicts of interests seem to be fundamental for all protected areas, and experiences from Taita 
Taveta County verified many assumptions made earlier (e.g. Infield 1988, Dharmaratne et al. 
2000: 590–591, Jamal & Stronza 2009); possibilities to utilize protected areas increase their 
acceptability and reduce local conflicts related to them, but only if tourism succeeds in 
distributing the benefits of conservation to the surrounding communities. Growing demand for 
nature tourism (WTTC 2015, IUCN 2017), and various phenomena intensifying the pressure 
on natural environments in the global south – such as population growth and gentrification – 
increase the need to find sustainable patterns for environment’s conservation, in which well-
planned and governed tourism has a substantial role.  
To maximise the positive developmental outcomes of protected area tourism locally while 
minimising the adverse developments or the protected areas’ other objectives, various interests 
associated with protected areas must be reconciled – no matter for which objectives the areas 




suggested as the best mean to reconcile different interest and guarantee positive outcomes from 
protected area tourism in a sustainable manner (Nepal 1997: 124, Eagles 2009, Jamal & Stronza 
2009), and this research suggests the protected areas’ local administrations and land-owners to 
have a significant role and great responsibility in these endeavours. Compromises and sacrifices 
are required from the institutions governing protected areas as only then the local conflicts can 
be avoided and sustainable system between tourism, conservation and local development 
created. If the developmental potential of protected area tourism is wished to be redeemed, also 
cooperation between governing institutions on different “layers” is necessary. As an example, 
the local managements cannot educate all the personnel they need, and governments cannot 
design good education programs without consulting the employers about their needs. 
Analyses on tourism planning have illustrated how focusing solely on economic objectives 
alters to high economic leakages and socio-cultural adverse developments, which can be 
prevented by right regulatory means (Sinclair 1991, Sinclair et al. 1992, Hazbun 2004: 327-
328, Mowforth & Munt 2009). This research adds that focusing solely on any single objective 
alters to disregarding other interests and objectives associated with the use of the protected 
territories. As mentioned, valuing environment in merely economic terms admittedly can cause 
problems, tensions and local conflicts, but also commodification is also necessary for 
commercial tourism development. Furthermore, focusing solely on conservation while 
preventing alternative ways to utilize the territory hampers the spatial support for conservation 
and turns opinions against conservation efforts in long term. Altogether, maximizing the 
positive socio-economic outcomes of protected area tourism can be done by the right regulatory 
means, which consider other interests associated with utilizing the protected territories to an 
extent which does not jeopardize the land-owners from pursuing their management objectives. 
The liberal voices have argued against all regulation, but the hotel managers and regional 
experts involved in this study would not resist implementing new regulations advancing local 
positive outcomes of tourism and conservation – such as the ones in place in LUMO requiring 
local recruiting and procurement – as long as the new demands are realistically achievable. 
Pursuing only conservation-oriented objectives sparked criticism against the whole existence 
of the National Parks, as no economic gains were derivable from the territories. The local 
conservation-oriented managements of the protected areas on populated and less-affluent 
regions must get creative in designing ways to utilize the protected environments without 
hampering the conservation ideals. As an example, international emission trading and emission 




emission allowances from protected forests and grasslands, which could offer mean for 
distributing economic profits from protected areas to the surrounding communities. 
Failures to meet the set objectives of tourism development have been addressed as policy 
failures in tourism planning. Often and dominantly tourism policy failures have only been 
associated with public tourism planning and governance (Ashley & Roe 1998, Benavides & 
Péres-Ducy 2001, Hall 2011a). However, as various stakeholders with different interests 
participate in tourism planning and governance, policy failures shall not be identified by looking 
solely at the goals public institutions or other formal organizations have set for tourism. The 
interests and objectives of protected areas’ local managements might differ from the ones of 
public government. Hence, the problems in the implementation of public tourism policies might 
moreover represent different interests than policy failures as such. If the uniqueness and 
different objectives of each protected area are not acknowledged, the protected areas’ local 
managements with objectives different to the public aims may well appear as mere impediments 
for implementing public tourism strategies and as causes for policy failures. For example, an 
act constraining the utilization of protected areas can be considered as a policy failure by public 
officials who urge for more tourism incomes, while conservationists might consider acts, which 
increase the protected areas’ arrival numbers as policy failures. The term policy failure shall be 
carefully applied, as using it tends to involve fundamental value judgements. “Unnecessary” 
policy failures and constraints for advancing holistically development-enhancing tourism can 
be identified and public policies well implemented only, when all the divergent interests 
involved and institutions capable of exerting territorial power are acknowledged. In general, 
local level policy failures are likely to occur in occasions, where the materialization of locally-
implemented regulations are not monitored. 
Last, so-called races-to-the-bottom have been witnessed between developing countries, which 
have tried to pursue higher visitor numbers and bigger shares of global mass-tourism without 
paying sufficient attention on tourism development’s multidimensional outcomes. Such states 
have made their respective areas more “tempting” for example by offering for example 
generous tax-breaks and investment incentives. The well-established arrangements of local 
governance enable similar races-to-the-bottom on local levels, and reflections of these were 
already visible between the case-study areas. If the three case-study areas would start serious 
competition for example by lowering the entrance fees, the total distributable receipts could 




to avoid possible adverse developments, thus regional co-operation between the managements 
of different protected areas and tourism stakeholders shall be encouraged. 
6.4. Methodological discussion 
The theoretical choices and methods well served their purposes, but a couple of noteworthy 
issues regarding them emerged during the research process. Gathering the data by conducting 
semi-structured interviews proved to be the right choice, as the data was both expected but also 
surprising. The informants put a lot more bearing on the governance arrangements and 
regulations than was anticipated beforehand, and their views and reasoning would not have 
been as deeply scrutinized with further coded or quantitative question-patterns. The use of 
qualitative content analysis well facilitated combining also the surprising data with the 
theoretical background, as the data processing discussed directly with the research questions. 
The most pleasant surprise for comparing the areas in all their complexities was the wide 
knowledge and experiences the informants had not only about their ‘own’ area, but of the other 
case study areas as well. As mentioned, the notions made about the case-study areas were 
strikingly similar no matter which territory the information was gathered from. Therefore, the 
territorial comparison worked as a tool of triangulation on its own and reduced the likelihood 
of distortions, which could have resulted from the small number of individual entrepreneurs 
within Sarova and LUMO. Higher number of employer informants would have been desirable 
as well, but triangulation and the informants’ good general knowledge and diverse personal 
experiences of protected area tourism in Taita Taveta County filled the gap sufficiently. The 
emerged contradictory views were rather easily supplemented and tested by additional 
interviews, which were easily conducted due to short distances between the case-study areas 
and people’s general willingness to participate in the study. Officials and experts provided 
invaluable insights and data for cross-checking the statements not directly scrutinized by the 
questionnaires. 
The statistics and observation partly fulfilled their roles as sources of supplementary data; the 
statistics were extremely difficult to gather due to various reasons such as data protection and 
inadequate compilations of them. The obtained territorial statistics were not directly 
comparable neither by their time-spans nor by their collection methods. However, they were 
sufficiently comparable, and data gathered from the interviews supplemented the statistics. 
Observation strengthened the ideas about the territories’ external similarity, and the days spent 




them. Observation also fulfilled its role as a supplementary method, although longer time frame 
would have provided possibilities for more profound use of the method.  
As presumed prior to the fieldwork, the setting and extent of this research did not enable 
profound analyses on indirect tourism employment, and results concerning it leaned on 
estimations acquired through the interviews with the key informants, hotel managers and 
County officials. The forward linkages of tourism employment spread geographically on a wide 
area, thus analyzing them would not have been feasible within the framework of this research. 
Also, the prevailing downturn did pose an impact on the analyses on employment and other 
developmental contributions; hypothetically the profit-sharing mechanisms would have 
sparked more discussion, if there would have been more profits to share.  
A few issues were present in the actual interviewing settings, which might have influenced the 
data. Everyone involved in the study was supportive towards the research and wanted to offer 
any help I needed for conducting it, hence contacting the desired sample was surprisingly easy. 
I asked for employees from many different duties to be interviewed, and they were directed to 
the interview by their supervisor or colleagues. It was not possible to choose the informants 
completely freely, as I had to facilitate access to the tourism establishments with the owners or 
other managers. Therefore, it could have been possible for the supervisors to order certain (=the 
most satisfied) persons to be interviewed. But, extensive critique was widely expressed and 
most of the employees were directed to the interviews spontaneously by their colleagues and 
the questions scrutinized more the areas than individual businesses. Hence, I did not recognize 
any kind of purposeful selection occurring in the informants’ selection process, which would 
have affected objectivity of the data. However, people criticized more eagerly the area than the 
working conditions, which might hypothetically stem from general unwillingness to criticize 
the job itself.  
Some of the expert interviews turned out to be group interviews, where certain issues 
considering the group dynamics might have influenced the research setting. Characteristics 
such as seniority or gender – to name a couple – might affect both the objectivity and freedom 
of expression; the settings of group interviews possibly left some information hidden also in 
this research. However, the group interviews provided mostly additional data, and the most 
crucial interviews were conducted face-to-face and in privacy, thus the issues did not jeopardize 
the data gathering process. In addition, two expert informants wanted to tell the most sensitive 




officials were interviewed, they usually represented purely the state and made it clear that their 
comments refer to the official public policies. However, some informants expressed personal 
opinions as well, making it sometimes tricky to separate personal opinions from “official” 
statements, while interpreting and processing the given information. 
Interpreting and analysing the material mostly went hand-in-hand with writing the results. Two 
of the interviews were written on-spot, because recording was not allowed – that can be 
considered as an initial stage of data analysis. Help of a translator was not utilized for 
conducting the interviews, because the first days on the field demonstrated the informants’ 
fluency in English to be good enough to enable profound self-expression. However, I cannot be 
100 % sure the language would not have limited self-expression at all and left some information 
hidden. During one interview, the language seemed to create a barrier for exhaustive self-
expression, and such data was excluded from the material before analysis.  
In many occasions, the informants compared the local attitudes towards the case-study areas 
and differences in their “public acceptance” by the socio-economic benefits they generated. 
While discussing these attributes, it must be acknowledged that this research scrutinized first 
and foremost the preconditions for tourism development and tourism employment generation 
within protected areas, thus the sample involved mostly tourism stakeholders, who benefit from 
the territories. Therefore, I cannot remain 100 % sure the results considering the links between 
tourism, conservation and local development might be a bit biased due to high share of 
informants, who directly benefited from tourism. However, the holistic impacts of protection 
regulations and protected area tourism development on local livelihoods were perceived 
positively not only by the direct beneficiaries, but by regional experts and officials alike. 
Gaining a better understanding about the local attitudes towards different protected areas would 
have required much wider sample of interviewees, including people living nearby the territories 
and people who do not benefit from tourism or conservation – which was not possible within 
the context of this research and would require further studies.  
6.5. Directions for further research 
The results confirmed many of the previous findings on tourism planning, but also shook the 
earlier conceptions of tourism destinations’ rather generalized policy landscapes. Though 
national- and international-level politics influenced the wide trends of tourism development in 
Taita Taveta County, they form merely a part of the holistic regulatory environment influencing 
tourism operations within protected areas. The policy failures or local success stories in Taita 




failing implementation. The following question is whether the fragmentation of territorial 
power undermines the territorial coverage of public policies and how such changes influence 
public development policies and tourism strategies.  
This research was tied to its spatio-temporal context; although many of the results can be 
applied into protected area contexts elsewhere, the views concerning local regulatory 
constraints for tourism development and impact on livelihoods were rather unique within 
individual case-study areas, and dependent on the tourism downturn prevailing in Taita Taveta 
County at the time of the interviews. The results underlined the uniqueness of each protected 
area and supplemented understanding about the socially constructed attributes, which impact 
tourism development and the experienced quality of tourism jobs. As the number and territorial 
coverage of protected areas is growing within global south, simply more analysis on local level 
governance and experiences shall be conducted, to better and more sustainably redeem the 
development potential the industry carries. 
It must be acknowledged that the mere existence of protected areas has wide-reaching impacts 
on local livelihoods within and surrounding them due to land-blocking and unique protection 
regulations, but this research primarily compared tourism employment generation between the 
case-study areas. Also, the views on protected area tourism were mainly gathered from people, 
who benefited from the outcomes conservation themselves, for example via employment. Yet 
the data brought up, how the areas’ different management objectives and associated regulations 
create differences in the possibilities to generate any other income from the areas. Although it 
was not feasible within the extent of this study, adding a wide group of locals – who do not 
yield any direct benefits from the protected areas – into similar research setting would draw 
generally wider picture of the holistic socio-economic impacts that conservation undertakings 
and protected area tourism generate, hypothetically addressing issues that tourism stakeholders 
disregarded.  
This research slightly opened the dynamics between different protected areas, their diversified 
policy landscapes and protected area tourism operations – in a context of easily-definable local 
jurisdictions. As tourism is still likely to grow in the global south and the sector is expected to 
attract significantly higher numbers of development aid, still more analysis on local policy 
landscapes and their dynamics shall be conducted in diverse environments. Already this 
research pointed out, how various agents and divergent local regulations might have 




finding the best balance between different interests associated with protected areas, while 
acknowledging the protected areas’ uniqueness and different objectives at the same time.  
Therefore, Farmaki’s (2015) wishes for future tourism governance research are well adaptable 
to protected area contexts: More empirical analysis is still needed, if tourism is wished to meet 
the expectations set to it.  
7. CONCLUSIONS 
To understand differences in protected area tourism development and in its livelihood 
generation, individual protected areas shall not be homogenized but must be treated as unique, 
socially constructed spaces. Administrative borders and the policies taken within them create 
territories offering different preconditions for tourism development – not only in public 
jurisdiction such as nations and counties, but in informal administrative areas at the grass roots 
as well. Tourism planning and governance are actively carried out by the local administrations 
and landowners of the protected areas. Their management objectives and associated policy 
measures, actions, and inactions were identified as the most influential variables to explain 
territorial differences in tourist arrival numbers, quantity and quality of tourism jobs, and in 
practically all the wide socio-economic outcomes of protected area tourism and protection 
regulations. If protected area tourism development in global south meets the quantitative 
expectations set to it, careful attention shall be put on its local level dynamics of governance to 
ensure reaching the developmental goals as well. 
Likewise all segments of societally cross-cutting tourism industry, protected area tourism is 
dependent on political influence and economic trends of international, regional and national 
levels. The industry is influenced by direct tourism policies carried out by public institutions, 
in addition to which policy measures taken in various other societal sectors have an indirect 
impact on it. However, the local-level differences in protected area tourism development and 
in its employment generation capacity were primarily and thoroughly associated with the policy 
measures taken by the local administrative bodies of the protected areas. Although the findings 
of this research partly undermine the importance given for public regulation in tourism-
governance discussion, it does not undermine the need and justification of regulation itself, 
vice-versa. 
Similar preconditions for tourism development and similar socio-economic outcomes cannot 
be expected from all territories labelled as protected areas. Hence, protected areas’ readiness to 




preindicated by comparing externally similar protected areas to each other. Instead of the 
category, institution or interest group the protected areas’ landowners and local managements 
represented (i.e. private, state or community), the developmental outcomes were dependent on 
the protected areas’ management objectives and on the local managements’ capacity to 
implement the associated regulations.  
Expectations about tourism development within different kinds of protected areas can be 
carefully based on their management objectives and respective regulatory frameworks. As an 
example, a protected area harnessed for conservation is not as likely to generate as high absolute 
tourism revenues and employment numbers as an area, which management aims at maximising 
tourism revenues. High tourism numbers were strongly dependent on tourism-oriented 
management objectives and associated regulations, which furthermore facilitated high 
employment numbers and profits to be shared. This research calls for circumspection while 
making expectations about the socio-economic outcomes of protected area tourism on the 
grounds of the territories’ landownership arrangements. For example, community ownership 
has been emphasized in discussions concerning tourism’s capacity to alleviate poverty, but 
community ownership, involvement and empowerment equal community development only 
qualifiedly. Mere community involvement to tourism planning and protected area management 
does not automatically yield any more benefits to them than for example state- or private-owned 
tourism initiatives could generate – it only makes their manifestations more likely. 
Protected areas do have potential to advance local socio-economic development and well-being 
in the long-term, in an environmentally friendly way. However, holistic planning and 
governance are needed to materialize such positive scenarios. Their importance cannot be over-
emphasized, while the number and territorial cover of protected areas are increasing, and greater 
number of communities and private land-owners resort to protected area tourism as a mean to 
increase and diversify income from their lands. Despite the differences in protected areas’ 
management objectives, the different values of the natural environment, their utilization, and 
conservation must be reconciled as well as possible by local-level planning and governance. 
Only if the local regulatory preconditions for tourism development are well-designed and 
implemented, the developmental potential of protected area tourism can be redeemed in 
sustainably manners.  
Implementing tourism, other commercial ventures or any other human activities into protected 




the long-term, and improves the general acceptability of conservation. Hopefully this research 
enhances the capacity to identify the best ways for reconciling the interests associated with 
protected area tourism and conservation – in all the unique contexts, where protected area 
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ANNEX 1: Semi-structured interview for tourism employees on [ Sarova / LUMO / Tsavo NP ] area 
1. Personal information – Demographics 
1.1. Sex 
1.2. Age 
1.3. Place of birth  
1.3.1. If you’re not local [=from TTC], what brings you exactly here? 
1.4. Highest completed degree 
1.5. Marital status 
1.6. Family size 
 
A) This section examines your employment in tourism sector 
 
2. Employer 
2.1. Name of the company _____________________ 
2.2. Position/title _____________________ 
 
3. Employment history 
3.1. How long have you had this job? 
3.2. How did you hear about this job? 
3.3. Is this the only income within your family/household 
3.3.1. If no, please specify the others: _____________________ 
3.4. Were you employed in tourism sector before this employment? Yes / No 
3.4.1. If yes, please specify how many years: ____ 
3.5. Where did you generate oncome before employment in tourism sector? 
3.6. Is this job your only (main-) source of income? 
3.6.1. If not, please specify other sources: ___________________________ 
3.7. Do you gain year-round incomes from tourism? If not, please specify the months 
3.8. On a scale 1...10, how satisfied are you with your contemporary job? 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
          
Un-satisfied                                                    Totally satisfied 
3.9. Are you currently looking for another job?  
Dear interviewee, I am Eero Vento, a Master’s student in Development Geography from the 
University of Helsinki, Finland. I would really appreciate if you could take some of your time 
to answer my survey which is going to be part of my Master’s thesis. The purpose of this 
study is to find out how the protected areas in Taita Taveta County generate employment for 
local people. Also, my purpose is to learn how the local people experience the employment 
possibilities these areas offer, and how they could be improved.  
Answering this survey will take approximately 30 to 40 minutes and it can be filled with the 
help of a translator in your language. All the answers will be considered confidential and your 
anonymity will be respected.  
Your information will be highly appreciated, and thank you for your time! 
 
 
Dear interviewee, I am Eero Vento, a Master’s student in Development Geography from the 
University of Helsinki, Finland. I would really appreciate if you could take some of your time 
to answer my survey which is going to be part of my Master’s thesis. The purpose of this 
study is to find out how the protected areas in Taita Taveta County generate employment for 
local people. Also, my purpose is to learn how the local people experience the employment 
possibilities these areas offer, and how they could be improved.  
Answering this survey will take approximately 30 to 40 minutes and it can be filled with the 
help of a translator in your language. All the answers will be considered confidential and your 
anonymity will be respected.  
Your information will be highly appreciated, and thank you for your time! 
 
 
Dear interviewee, I am Eero V nto, a Master’s student in Development Geography from the 
University of Helsinki, Finland. I would really appreciate if you could take some of your time 
to answer my survey which is going to be part of my Master’s thesis. The purpose of this 
study is to find out how the protected areas in Taita Taveta County generate employment for 
local people. Also, my purpose is to learn how the local people experience the employment 
possibilities these areas offer, and how they could be improved.  
Answering this survey will take approximately 30 to 40 minutes and it can be filled with the 
help of a translator in your language. All the answers will be considered confidential and your 
anonymity will be respected.  
Your information will be highly appreciated, and thank you for your time! 
 
 
Dear interviewee, I am Eero Vento, a Master’s student in Development Geography from the 
University of Helsinki, Finland. I would really appreciate if you could take some of your time 




3.9.1. If yes, do you target tourism sector or something totally different? 
 
4. General employability in tourism / possible counterfactuals 
4.1. What is your dream job? 
4.2. If you would not be employed for tourism sector, what do you think you would be doing 
for living? 
4.3. How would it be different to be in your position __________ [fill the position] in some 
other field than tourism? e.g. [ bank / school / public administration ] 
4.3.1. E.g. differences in working conditions? 
4.3.2. Would you prefer being in your position in some other field than tourism?
  
4.4. How easy or difficult would it be to find employment now in your position? 
4.5. On a scale from 1…10, how appreciated a job of __________ (position) is? 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
          
Not appreciated                        Highly appreciated 
4.6. On a scale from 1…10, how appreciated a job in tourism sector is? 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
          
Not appreciated                     Highly appreciated 
4.7. Does your work support free-time, or, does your free-time support work? 
 
5. How would your life be different, if you would get unemployed? 
 
B) This section examines tourism employment on [ Sarova / LUMO / Tsavo NP ] area 
 
6. General questions about contemporary employment situation 
6.1. Is it easy to find employment from this area?  
6.2. Considering all the people, who work in this park, how many of them do you estimate to 
come from Taita Taveta County? 
6.3. Do you face competition of jobs on this area?  
6.4. Would you rather be doing this same job at some other protected area / tourism 
destination? 
 
7. Territorial ownership & governance 
7.1. [ Private hotel chain / local community / state ] owns and controls the territory. Do you 
consider this as the best territory to work in TTC? 
7.1.1. If yes, why? 
7.1.2. If no, why? 
7.2. [ Private hotel chain / local community / state ] owns and controls the territory. Does it 
influence your work and tourism operations here? 
7.3. Do you feel that the territorial rules restrict the accessibility of employment on this area? 
7.3.1. If yes, how? 
7.4. Are there any laws or regulations that directly affect your employment?  
7.4.1. Minimum age?    
7.4.2. Minimum wage?  
7.4.3. Maximum working hours?  




7.5. Do you see any practical things/recommendations for improving the potential of tourism 
to employ people? 
 
8. About this specific protected area  
8.1. The natural area is being protected. How do you see it affect people living nearby it? 
8.2. Comparing the Sarova / LUMO / Tsavo NP area to other protected areas [within TTC], 





9. Future of the area 
9.1. How do you see the future of this area in terms of tourism employment generation? 
9.2. Do you feel safe about your employment, or are you in fear of losing this job? 
9.3. Considering you would be doing this same job after 5 years, do you think you would have 
more or less 
9.3.1. Working hours 
9.3.2. Income 
9.3.3. Competition for jobs 
9.3.4. Other? 
     
 











ANNEX 2: Semi-structured interview for tourism employers on [ Sarova / LUMO / Tsavo NP ] area 
10. Personal information – Demographics 
10.1. Sex 
10.2. Age 
10.3. Place of birth 
10.4. Position / title 
10.5. Highest completed degree 
 
A) This section examines employment in your enterprise 
 
11. Company information  
11.1. Name 
11.2. Field of operation ____________ and specialisation _________________ 
11.3. Age 
11.4. Location of the headquarters 
 
12. Employment in your enterprise 
12.1. How many employees now _____ and 5 years ago ______ 
12.2. Where do they come from?  
12.3. Where do you in prior seek new employees and how? 
12.4. Are there many people currently applying a job from your company? 
12.5. What are the most important skills of an employee in your business?  
12.6. Are you able to do recruiting decisions on this very location? 
12.7. Estimate to how big share of your employees tourism is the main source of income? 
12.8. Estimate to how big share of your employees tourism is the only source of income? 
12.9. Are there any labour agreements applied? 
 
B) This section examines employment on this protected area 
 
13. Possibilities to generate employment 
13.1. In this park, how many jobs are related to tourism – any other sources of income? 
13.2. If there would not be tourism, what do you think most of your employees would be 
doing? 
13.3. How do you see the possibilities to open up new tourism businesses on this area  
13.4. If I would like to start tourism business in this park, who should I contact? 
Dear interviewee, I am Eero Vento, a Master’s student in Development Geography from the 
University of Helsinki, Finland. I would really appreciate if you could take some of your time 
to answer my survey which is going to be part of my Master’s thesis. The purpose of this 
study is to find out how the protected areas in Taita Taveta County generate employment for 
local people. Also, my purpose is to learn how the local people experience the employment 
possibilities these areas offer, and how they could be improved.  
Answering this survey will take approximately 30 to 40 minutes and it can be filled with the 
help of a translator in your language. All the answers will be considered confidential and your 
anonymity will be respected.  
Your information will be highly appreciated, and thank you for your time! 
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13.5. Do you feel that the territorial rules or norms restrict tourism operations or other 
livelihoods on this area? 
13.5.1. If yes, how? 
13.6.  The area is owned by [ state / private / community ]. How it affects tourism 
operations and employment possibilities?  
Positive:   Negative: 
________________________      ___________________________ 
________________________      ___________________________ 
________________________      ___________________________ 
13.7. The territory is protected. How does it affect people living just outside its borders? 
13.8. Does conservation constrain your operations? 
13.8.1. Can you name operations that you cannot conduct in this park due to 
conservation purposes? 
 
14. Comparison to other protected areas 
14.1. Would you rather run this business in another park / tourism destination? 
14.2. In terms of tourism operations and their employability, how do you see this area 
differs from other protected areas owned by [ state / private / community ] 
14.3. How do the ‘rules’ of this park affect tourism operations and their employability 
 
15. Do you think that tourism employment on this area is going to grow/decline/remain stable? 
15.1. In your business 
15.2. In this park 
15.3. In Taita Taveta County 
 
C) This section examines tourism employment in general 
 
16. Political support 
16.1. Is employment anyhow supported/subsidised? 
16.2. How tempting do you think people see jobs in tourism sector comparing to other 
sources of income? 
16.3. Can you name any means how the tourism employability could be improved 
politically? 
 
17. Employment guidelines and policies 
17.1. Can you name any policies or norms that would directly affect employment in tourism, 
or employment in general? 
17.1.1. Minimum age?    
17.1.2. Minimum wage?  
17.1.3. Maximum working hours?  
17.1.4. Other? _______________ 
17.2. In some countries a share of employees, say 80 %, must be locals. If similar rule – or 
other laws [name some] considering employment - would be applied, would it affect 
your employment at all? 
 




ANNEX 3: Semi-structured interview for key informant on [ Sarova / LUMO / Tsavo NP ] area 
 
1. Personal information – Demographics 
1.1. Sex 
1.2. Age 
1.3. Place of birth 
1.4. Position / title 
 
2. What kind of employment this park offers? 
2.1. How big share of the jobs are related to tourism? 
2.2. Name/list tourism operators who operate in this park 
2.3. Are there many tourism operators inside the park? (Ones that were not here 1-2 years 
ago) 
 
3. How do you see the possibilities to generate employment from tourism in this park? 
 
4. How would the sources of income on this area be different without tourism? 
 
5. According to your perception, how big share of the employees are locals (from Taita Taveta 
County) 
 
6. Being a protected area, name at least 2 positive and 2 negative things how it affects 
employability  
6.1. In tourism 
6.2. Other sources of income 
 
7. If someone would like to start a new permanent tourism business on this area, how easy or 
difficult would you see the process? 
7.1. Who should be contacted first? 
 
8. If a new non-permanent tourism operator (e.g. safari company) would like to use this area, 
how easy or difficult would you see the process? 
8.1. Who should be contacted first? 
 
 
Dear interviewee, I am Eero Vento, a Master’s student in Development Geography from the 
University of Helsinki, Finland. I would really appreciate if you could take some of your time 
to answer my survey which is going to be part of my Master’s thesis. The purpose of this 
study is to find out how the protected areas in Taita Taveta County generate employment for 
local people. Also, my purpose is to learn how the local people experience the employment 
possibilities these areas offer, and how they could be improved.  
Answering this survey will take approximately 40-60 minutes. All the answers will be 
considered confidential and your anonymity will be respected.  
Your information will be highly appreciated, and thank you for your time! 
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9. [ Private hotel chain / local community / state ] owns and govern this territory.  
9.1. How do you think it influences: 
9.1.1. Tourism operations 
9.1.2. Employment 
9.1.3. Other? ________________ 
 
10. Are there any policies/laws applied that advance or constraint the employment generation  
10.1. In general 
10.2. In tourism 
10.3. In this park 
 
11. Do you think that tourism employment is going to grow/decline/remain stable in the next 5 
years? 
11.1. In this park 
11.2. In Taita Taveta County 
11.3. In Kenya 
 
12. Can you name any means how employability could be improved? 
12.1. In general 
12.2. In tourism 
12.3. In this park 
 


















Annex 4. Tourism employees’ perceptions about other areas than their own 
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Annex 6. Tourism employers’, key informants’ and experts’ perceptions about the case-study areas’ suitability for tourism. 
 
 
 
 
 
  
 
